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222? “TRUTH DOLLARS” ??? 


Want to fight Communism? You 
don’t know how? Well, here’s the 
answer, according to CRUSADE 
FOR FREEDOM: Fight it with 
“TRUTH DOLLARS” that’s 
how! American “Truth Dollars,” 
we are told, “send words of truth 
and hope to the 70 million free- 
dom loving people behind the Iron 
Curtain.” But have you ever read 
or heard those ‘words of truth 
and hope” which bombard the 
Iron Curtain countries? Neither 
have most Americans! 

Take the case of Slovakia, which 
was wantonly destroyed by the 
victorious United Nations after the 
war in total disregard of the will 
of the Slovak nation, what have 
your “Truth Dollars” done for the 
unfortunate people of that coun- 
try? The CRUSADE FOR FREE- 
DOM collects the “TRUTH DOL- 
LARS” and hands them over to 
the FREE BUROPE COMMIT- 
TEE, which operates RADIO 
FREE BDUROPE. But the latter has 
not been sending words of truth 
and hope to the Slovak people. 

The “Czechoslovak” division or 
unit of RFE is completely under 
the influence of persons who colla- 
borated with Moscow and the Com- 
munists for many years. They are 
BeneS Czechs — Czech Socialists 
and Red collaborators — former 
members of the Communist-domin- 
ated National Front government of 
the BeneS-Gottwald coalition (1945- 
1948), The Slovaks (Lettrich ‘de- 
mocrats’) in their service are re- 
garded as Judases by all patriotic 
Slovaks, because they are and have 
been opposed to freedom and poli- 


tical independence for their own 
nation. Both these groups have 
actively supported the anti-Slovak, 
anti-Christian, and pro-Soviet poli- 
cies of Dr. Edward Benes before, 
during and after the last war. And 
we have not heard that they have 
publicly repudiated those policies. 

American “TRUTH DOLLARS” 
are used to pay the BeneS Czechs 
and Slovak Judases in the service 
of RADIO FREE EUROPE. And 
yet, the CRUSADE FOR FREE- 
DOM tells you that your TRUTH 
DOLLARS fight Communism “by 
exposing Red lies... revealing 
news suppressed by Moscow and 
by unmasking Communist collabo- 
rators.” Patriotic Slovaks have: 
been energetically trying to un- 
mask the Communist collaborators 
in the. “Czechoslovak” (really 
CZECH) unit of RFE ever since 
it was founded, but with little suc- 
cess. The SLOVAK NEWSLET- 
TER and the SLOVAKIA have 
been sent regularly to various 
leading lights of the Free Europe 
Committee and the American 
Heritage Foundation (which spon- 
sors CRUSADE FOR FREEDOM); 
both periodicals exposed the Be- 
neS Czechs and Lettrich ‘“demo- 
crats,” but the situation in RFE 
remains practically unchanged. 
Personal visits to the New York 
Office of RFE have not helped 
much either. 

It seems that the Free Europe 
Committee people themselves are 
not interested in knowing the 
truth about what happened in 
Czecho-Slovakia before, during and 
after the war. In fact, they have 
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made it quite obvious that they 
do not know the difference be- 
tween a Czech and a ‘Slovak and 
have adopted a “so what?” atti- 
tude in the matter. This attitude 
is not helping the cause of free- 
dom or the cause of justice. Pa- 
triotic Slovaks in exile and in Slo- 
vakia are confused by this be- 
havior of the FEC and even now 
find it hard to believe that it re- 
flects the policy of our Govern- 
ment and the sentiments of the 
American public. I know definite 
ly that it does not. And yet, RFE 
began operations with the blessing 
of our State Department! 


When the Slovaks fought the 
Communists and pro-Soviet policy, 
they were beaten down by the Be- 
ne§ Czechs (Ripka, Zenkl, Majer, 
Vanek, ‘Tigrid-Schoenfeld,  Firt, 
Stransky, Peroutka, etc.) and the 
Judas Slovaks (Dr. Joseph Let- 


trich, Mudry-Sebik, Kvetko, Be- 
lus, Viboch, Belak-Berger, etc.). 
These Red collaborators did not 


know how to fight Communism at 
home, but we are supposed to be- 
lieve they can now show Ameri- 
cans and patriotic Slovaks and 
Czechs how to fight it. Of course, 
for American “TRUTH DOLARS”! 


The idea behind RADIO FREE 
EUROPE is, we believe, a good 
idea, but the way it is being put 
across by the “Czechoslovak” unit 
or division is defeating its pur- 
pose. The contents of the broad- 
casts are not the things the Slo- 
vaks at home want to hear. The 
people preparing them certainly 
must know that by now. But they 
are not in their jobs to tell that 
Slovaks are entitled to freedom 
and independence, or what Ameri- 
cans of Slovak descent are doing 
or thinking about various mat- 
ters. They were instructed by the 
persons who got them the jobs, 
so they are not impartial. And 
those persons are the Benes 


Czechs. If we were to judge the 
entire venture of ‘RFE by the “Cze- 
choslovak” unit, then we would 
have to say that it is strictly a 
socialistic enterprise. Since we 
are not sufficiently informed on 
the other sections of RFE, we de- 
sist from saying so at this time. 
But we do insist that the ‘Cze- 
choslovak” unit is under the influ- 
ence of Czech socialists. 

“Every dollar buys 100 words 
of truth; that’s how hard ‘Truth 
Dollars’ work. Your dollars will 
help 70 million people resist the 
Kremlin. ... The broadcasts are 
by exiles in the native tongue of 
the people to whom they are 
beamed.” Alj this, from a recent 
advertisement of the Crusade for 
Freedom, sounds nice, but Slo- 
vaks at home and in exile, as well 
as Americans of Slovak descent 
say bluntly: We don’t believe it 
as long as the “Czechoslovak” unit 
exists, because it denies our ex- 
istence, our right to freedom and 
independence, distorts facts of the 
past and favors enemies of the 


Slovak nation, the enemies of 
America, as well! 
The BeneS Czechs and their 


hirelings, the Lettrich “democrats,” 
have deceived and embarrassed 
Americans entirely too long. Their 
own people at home have discred- 
ited them, so why should we load 
them with American “TRUTH 
DOLLARS”? 

The Czechs are not and do not 
want to be Slovaks, and the Slo- 
vaks are not and do not want to 
be Czechs. That’s all there is to 
it. And not even “TRUTH DOL- 
LARS” can alter that fact. There 
are plenty of non-BeneS Czechs 
and non-Lettrich “democrats” 
all good characters, loved and es- 
teemed by their people at home — 
who can do the job the Free Eu- 
rope Committee and its Radio 
Free Europe are supposed to do. 
Why not let them do it? 
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THE FAILURES OF COMMUNIST POLITICS 
IN SLOVAKIA 


Dr. Joseph Pauéo 


In recent months many evident proofs of the failures 
of the Communist Party in Slovakia have been supplied 
by the communists themselves. Their policies failed not only 
in the political domain, but also in the economical and espe- 
cially the agricultural fields. What is the situation in Slo- 
vakia today according to the admissions of the communists 
themselves ? 

Centralization 


On the one hand, it is known that the communists in 
Slovakia did support the recognition of the national indi- 
viduality of the Slovak nation, yet, on the other hand, it is 
true that in Slovakia power is no longer in the hands of 
communists who respect this principle and oppose the im- 
perialistic influences of Czech communism. 

Formally, the name of the Communist Party of Slova- 
kia has been retained, but not a single communist factor will 
say that it is representative of Slovak communist forces, or 
any kind of autonomous organization of Slovak communists. 
The first secretary of the Communist Party of Slovakia, the 
Czech communist Karel Bacilek, proclaimed on April 22, 
1955, at the XI Congress of the Communist Party of Slo- 
vakia: 

“The Communist Party of Slovakia is a regional or- 
ganization of the one Communist Party of Czecho-Slovakia; 
it is its fighting division.” 

The first secretary of the Communist Party of Czecho- 
Slovakia, the Czech Antonin Novotny, addressing that Con- 
gress said that “the Communist Party of Slovakia is an in- 
divisible part and unit of the Communist Party of Czecho- 
Slovakia.” 

Tt is clear, then, beyond all shadow of doubt, that two 
of the pre-eminent leaders of the present communist regime 
in Prague and Bratislava no longer consider it necessary 
for the Slovak communists to appear independently. This is 
apparent not only in the organization by the fact that the 
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Slovak Communist Party is subordinated to the Czech Com- 
munist Party as its “division,” but also in the political field 
as well, where the Czechs rule supreme. In the so-called 
“Czecho-Slovak” Communist Party, there were only Czechs. 
As an appendage of the Czech Communist Party, the Slo- 
vak Communist Party is powerless to initiate or realize any- 
thing; everything is done through the Czecho-Slovak (real- 
ly CZECH) Communist Party. Bacilek attested to this fact 
openly, when he said: 

“Important and fundamental political questions con- 
cerning Slovakia were presented for resolution to the Cen- 
tral Committee of the Communist Party of Czecho-Slova- 
kia, and we governed ourselves by those decisions.” 

For Slovakia it probably is fortunate that Prague is 
today responsible for all politics. On the other hand, how- 
ever, it is quite significant for the Soviets, who loudly de- 
mand the assurance of all national freedoms. In the Slo- 
vak case it is one of the clearest proofs that Soviet slogans 
about independence are only a sham and delusion. Under 
the communist regime the Slovaks lost all remnants of au- 
tonomous government. Even though the Communist Party 
of Slovakia exists formally, its first secretary is not a Slo- 
vak, but a Czech — Karel Bacilek — and that means, for 
all practical purposes, that Slovakia is again a Czech colony. 

This situation conceals within itself many known 
things. While the Czech communists could rely on Husak, 
Novomesky, Okaly, and Clementis, they readily exploited 
their services. But just as soon as these Slovak commun- 
ists, who possessed a certain amount of national pride, be- 
gan to make more and more demands, they were marked 
for liquidation. And Czech communists did liquidate them. 

“Bourgeois nationalists,” said Bacilek, “led by Husak, 
in agreement with the Slovak reaction, opposed the valida- 
tion of a uniform policy and a uniform agricultural pro- 
gram for the entire Czecho-Slovak Republic. And since this 
uniformity was a prerequisite of the political, and mainly 
the agricultural, equality of the rights of the Slovak na- 
tion, then, factually, they sabotaged this equality of rights.” 

Husak’s group was no more considerate toward the 
anti-communist Slovak camp than was Bacilek. The only 
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difference between them was that Husak was a Slovak and 
Bacilek a Czech. Because Husak, a Slovak communist, had 
dared to oppose the concept that his party was simply “a 
fighting division of the Communist Party of Czecho-Slo- 
vakia,” that is, subservient to the CZECH Communist Par- 
ty — his name was added to the list of traitors, even though 
he did render invaluable services to the communist cause. 


Slovak Nationalism 


The greatest enemy of communism in Slovakia is na- 
tionalism — the real cause of the failures of communist 
policy. Because the followers of the Hlinka Slovak People’s 
Party were identified with Slovak nationalism, they were 
most violently attacked by the communists. 

William Siroky recalled at the XI Congress of the Slo- 
vak Communist Party in Bratislava that the Communist 
Party “revealed the plague of the anti-people’s populist 
separatist traitors and the other nationalistic groups.” 
Thus far Slovak nationalism could not be wiped out. After 
ten years Siroky had to admit that “national prejudices 
are very much alive especially among the Slovak intellectu- 
als and officials; they are penetrating into other classes, 
are influencing even cultural life, and that a constant, 
stubborn ideological war must be waged against them.” 

Bacilek also complained that Slovak nationalism is 
not a simple problem, saying: ‘While consolidating the 
brotherhood of the Czechs and the Slovaks, let us not even 
for a moment stop waging a decisive battle against the 
populists, the ideological manifestation of one part of the 
bankrupt Slovak bourgeoisie.” 

Karel Bacilek is stumped by the Slovak bourgeoisie 
and, therefore, calls upon scientific workers to fight the 
Slovak populists: ‘From the workers of the social sciences 
we demand that they systematically and objectively un- 
cover and help to overcome the manifestations of bourgeois 
ideologies in the minds of the people, especially the ma- 
nifestations of bourgeois nationalism and its most de- 
structive variety — populist separatism.” 

Slovak nationalism, however, is not a matter of some 
small group. Novotny understood that very well when he 
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said: “. . Almost everywhere up to now we meet with 
dangerous manifestations of bourgeois nationalism, espe- 
cially with one of its forms, with populist separatism, 
carrying with it reactionary darkness, which was design- 
edly kept up in Slovakia by the high Church hierarchy.” 

Judging accordingly, then, we can say that Slovak 
nationalism is the “Enemy No. 1” of the communist re- 
gime. So for Novotny it is very clear that “the commun- 
ists, the national committee, and the basic partisan organi- 
zations must constantly explain the harmfulness of na- 
tionalistic views and expose them. . .” 

Slovak nationalism is still quite strong. The commun- 
ists did not kill it and, according to their own admission, 
the propaganda they used against Slovak nationalism did 
not help much. This is made quite clear from Siroky’s 
speech, in which he says: “our agitation and propaganda 
are not sufficiently penetrating and convincing; we are 
losing sight of the increasing claims of our people. This 
holds for the press, lectures, and also for many sections 
of cultural practice. . . In Slovakia especially, we must be 
aware of the fact that any weakening of the ideological 
work will only strengthen national prejudices.” 

This is quite a significant admission from a man who 
until recently held the first position in the Communist 
Party of Slovakia. To keep his head above water as long 
as possible, Siroky, even though he is not a Slovak by ori- 
gin and sentiment, knows that he must be grateful to those 
by whose grace he is still tolerated as a member of the 
politburo. So he encourages communist propaganda ‘“‘to de- 
vote itself more systematically and profoundly and more 
concretely to the great and actual ideological problems of 
the present period — to concern itself with the questions 
which preoccupy the minds of our people. We must see to 
it that the feeling of collectiveness and mutuality of the 
Czechs and Slovaks, of Czecho-Slovak patriotism — just 
like the feeling of loyalty and love toward the Soviet Union 
— become the fundamental lines of the socialistic and pa- 
triotic consciousness of our citizens.” 

Obviously, then, there is no so-called “mutuality of 
Slovaks and Czechs,” there is no “Czecho-Slovak patriot- 
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ism.’”’ These concepts existed only in the minds of political 
dreamers in the past and, as we see, even communist pri- 
sons and concentration camps could not create them. After 
ten years of terror and violence, comrade Siroky, who ren- 
dered great services in Slovakia for Czech communists, is 
leaving the leadership of the Slovak Communist Party be- 
cause the desired union of the Slovaks with the Czechs did 
not materialize. 

Many people dreamed about a brotherhood of the 
Czechs and Slovaks. But this was nothing but an unsuccess- 
ful dream. The situation has not changed even today. Even 
Bacilek would be happy if he could change it. So, he turns 
his attention to the communist writers, saying: 

“Literature and the arts owe very much to the syste- 
matic consolidation of the brotherhood of the Czechs and 
Slovaks. After ten years our literature has not produced a 
romantic novel which would depict the fact that without 
the aid of the Czech working class there would be no pene- 
trating successes in the socialistic industrialization of Slo- 
vakia. We do not have a book which would show the his- 
torical roots of the brotherhood of the Czechs and Slovaks.’ 

If there is no such volume, then there are no writers 
who stand in the service of communism and the so-called 
“Czecho-Slovak’”’ union; there are no writers who would be 
willing to serve communist propaganda and the policy of a 
“Great Czechia.” And this fact is as significant a reality as 
is the strength of Slovak nationalism itself. Both comple- 
ment and control each other mutually. Writers are the con- 
science of a nation. In present-day Slovakia, if this con- 
science does not subordinate itself to communist dictates, 
then this is a matter of great significance and of an ex- 
traordinary historical manifestation. In national questions, 
we know, a genuinely honest writer would not dare to mis- 
represent the thoughts of his own people. 

The schools of Slovakia are also resisting commun- 
ism very valiantly; they prefer to stand on the side of 
the nation than on the side of a foreign clique which 
wants to demoralize the character of Slovak history. Ba- 
cilek obviously was fully aware of the school situation, be- 
cause in attacking Slovak teachers he said: 
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“If we analyze the work of the schools from the stand- 
point of contemporary needs, we must come to the con- 
clusion that thus far they are not performing their basic 
task satisfactorily and are little concerned about the qua- 
lity of education and, at the same time, about the creation 
of communistic conviction and morals in all the youth... 
We must seek the reason therefore above all else in the 
low level of the teaching and training work of our 
teachers.”’ 

That’s the kind of talk we hear long after the Com- 
munist Party of Slovakia replaced qualified teachers with 
its most loyal followers whether they qualified as teachers 
or not. That such people had no idea what the teaching or 
training level was is understandable; on this point we can 
agree with Bacilek, because the communist regime did not 
care whether the persons employed as teachers were qua- 
lified to teach, but was only concerned whether they were 
party members. However, the admission of the fact that 
these Red teachers were not sufficiently reliable for the 
communists, that they are not creating communist con- 
victions, and are not strengthening communist vices in the 
youth — all this is one of the most revealing proofs of 
the failures of communist policy in Slovakia. The com- 
munists hurried to produce intellectuals loyal to them by 
a wholesale process. Even though some intellectuals ap- 
parently did join them, they did not lose their healthy 
Slovak core and are now causing the leadership of the 
Communist Party no end of trouble. 

That is the work and the influence of Slovak na- 
tionalism. And Slovak nationalism is more influential than 
all communist terror and violence. The influence of Slovak 
nationalism reaches into the Communist Party itself. Ba- 
cilek admitted that from the time of the X Assembly 
of the Slovak Communist Party “the number of dead, 
dropped and expelled members and candidates from the 
party was 12,940. The party rid itself of unworthy, hostile 
elements, of violators of state and party discipline, or 
people who failed in their obligations as members of the 
party.” 

Bacilek, however, did not dare publish the number 
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of expelled members and, of course, not even the details 
surrounding the death of some of the members. They 
could have been eliminated or liquidated secretly, worked 
to death in the Uranium mines, or beaten to death in jails 
In every instance, however, Bacilek reports that a great 
many members were expelled. We understand fully well 
that they were enemies of the communist government and 
party. 

Communists evidently do not know exactly where their 
main enemies are and, hence, look for them everywhere. 
Nationalism has its sharply designated posts and is per- 
forming its duty. Slovak nationalism is no exception. 


The Resistance Movement 


Slovak nationalism is alive and aggressive. This was 
recently demonstrated, when on June 13, 1955, the com- 
munist military tribunal convicted 12 members of a Slo- 
vak resistance movement, dealing out high penalties, in- 
cluding a sentence of death for a leading member of the 
movement, Bernard Neméek. 

Reports from Prague about the communist verdict 
tell us more than all the explanations of the situation in 
Slovakia. And that because, surprisingly enough, the 
broadcast of June 16, 1955, designated the movement by 
its right name: a resistance movement and a movement 
to create an independent Slovak State. 

The supreme desire of every nation is to have its own 
state. The Slovaks are no exception. If Slovak nationalists 
on native soil can bring the supreme sacrifice for this 
idea, this is irrefutable proof that the Slovak nation is 
not and will not be satisfied with foreign domination. In 
Slovakia and in the ranks of Slovak movements, the fight 
against communism is comprehended as determination to 
free itself once and for all time from the yoke of every 
alien hegemony. That is why the fight of Slovak national- 
ists tends in two directions: against communism and for 
state independence. 

Does a Slovak resistance movement actually exist? 

In the light of the above, a strong resistance move- 
ment obviously does exist in Slovakia. At times, the com- 
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munists may attempt to minimize its effectiveness, but 
we know that it must be quite a movement, if the Reds 
themselves see fit to discuss it during their congresses. 
Basing our conviction on statements made and actions 
taken by the communists themselves, there can be no 
doubt that communists really fear Slovak bourgeois na- 
tionalism, 

In my possession I have a letter from a _ well-in- 
formed Slovak in Western Germany who just recently 
escaped from Slovakia. For nine long years he observed 
how the Red regime worked in Slovakia. He took note of 
the opinions and manifestations of the population and was 
active in western, central and eastern Slovakia. This per- 
son made contacts with officials and workers, farmers 
and priests, teachers and political prisoners. When I asked 
him what the Slovaks thought about state independence 
for Slovakia, he replied: 

“T dare write that about 95 percent of the Slovaks 
is for an independent state, a Slovak State which will be 
Christian and democratic. The Slovaks are holding to the 
determination to have their own state and there is no 
power which will force them to be satisfied with less, with 
any other state form.” 

Over 90 percent of the Slovaks who escaped from the 
homeland during the past ten years have joined organi- 
zations that stand for an independent Slovak Republic. 
And this is clear testimony of the political conviction of 
the absolute majority of the Slovak nation, because it is 
obvious that the thoughts of the exiles on fundamental 
questions is identical with the thinking of the Slovak na- 
tion, with which just up to not long ago it was sharing 
its bitter fate. 

It is not important to seek the answer to the ques- 
tions of how many resistance movements there are in Slo- 
vakia and how strong they might be. Certainly it would 
not be prudent to discuss this question publicly. What 
does count is the fact that they are causing the Red re- 
gime many embarassments and difficulties. June 13, 1955, 
definitely tells us that resistance movements do exist in 
Slovakia. The verdict of June 138, 1955, was not the first 
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one — and most likely not the last one, either — to he 
rendered against Slovak patriots. Many conspiracies have 
been uncovered in Slovakia by Prague since 1945, both by 
the communist-dominated BenesS-Gottwald coalition gov- 
ernment and also by the Red regime which took over 
complete power in Czecho-Slovakia in February 1948. 

It is certain that under other circumstances the 
strength of the resistance movements would be greater. 
What do we mean by saying under other circumstances? 
_ The concept of “peaceful coexistence” with the com- 
munists is creating a very confused situation; this non- 
sense is, in fact, breaking the backbone of the nations 
behind the Iron Curtain. Fundaméntally, coexistence be- 
trays weakness, and the West is terribly mistaken, if it 
thinks it can overcome the danger of communism by fol- 
lowing such a policy. In practical politics coexistence 
means a violation of the fronts in the cold war, which al- 
ready have in many instances shown signs of great weak- 
ness, 

Resistance movements of an anti-communist charac- 
ter should be getting more moral aid from sources desig- 
nated for this purpose. Unfortunately, as far as Slovakia 
is concerned in this psychological struggle, wrong methods 
have frequently been used; whether intentionally, or be- 
cause of lack of information, does not change the matter. 
This was and is undoubtedly due to the influence of the 
very people, who together with the communists for three 
years (1945-1948) were trying to break dowm all anti- 
communist resistance of the Slovak nation. The West de- 
finitely does not bolster or build the morale of the Slo- 
vak resistance movements by aiding and comforting, em- 
ploying and letting itself be influenced by people who col- 
Jaborated with communists and Moscow and, hence, are 
in a large measure responsible for the terrible situation 
that prevails in Slovakia today; Slovak Judases, as the 
Slovaks at home and in exile refer to them, should not 
be trusted by the West. 

Dr. Joseph Lettrich and his followers — who sudden- 
ly became “democratic exiles from Czecho-Slovakia” after 
February 25, 1948, and are now members of the so-called 
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“Council of Free Czecho-Slovakia” — should not be used 
or employed in any capacity by such organizations as the 
FREE HBUROPE COMMITTEE (Radio Free Europe), 
United States Information Agency (Voice of America), 
and other official and semi-official agencies of the United 
States Government, because they are totally discredited 
and cursed by the Slovaks at home. 

Should anyone wish to be correctly informed about 
how Slovakia thinks and feels about its fate, what anti- 
communist workers are doing there, let him delve into 
the verdict of June 18, 1955, against the twelve Slovak 
heroes, and let him find time to study the attacks of com- 
munist propaganda against Slovak nationalists, whose sole 
aim is to cause the downfall of communism and to estab- 
lish a Slovak independent state. 


The Reds Fear the West 


Commenting on the verdict rendered by the “people’s” 
court against the twelve Slovak anti-communists, the 
Prague radio on June 16, 1955, reminded its listeners that 
this particular resistance organization received its orders 
from Slovak exiles in the West. The military procurator 
called the following Slovak patriots archtraitors: Dur- 
éansky, Cernaék, Pauéo, MikuS, Mikula, and HaSSsik. This 
is not the first time, and not the last, that Slovak patriots 
in exile have been accused by Red Prague. In recent times 
attacks of this kind are made almost daily. 

On May 2, 1955, for example, the Prague Radio, re- 
ferring to Slovak patriots in exile, said that “they already 
have behind them ten full years of service in the interests 
of foreigners, ten full years of collaboration with the most 
reactionary elements against the people... and the aim 
of all exile organizations is war.” 

That is how the Prague communists comprehend 
“peaceful coexistence.” While the West is leaning danger- 
ously backward and even sacrificing the interests of some 
satellite nations behind the Iron Curtain for the sake of 
peace, the Red satellite governments, in the meantime, 
regard freedom of expression, movement and political ac- 
tivity in the states which have given asylum to Central- 
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Huropean escapees as “collaboration with the most reac- 
tionary elements.” 

The Prague communists, for example, are terribly 
worried that Slovaks in exile can speak freely every day 
over the transmitting facilities of Spain and Italy. That 
these broadcasts are completely identical with the natural 
and democratic demands of all patriotic Slovaks in exile, 
who speak for state independence for their own nation, 
is only natural and, therefore, quite understandable. 
Communist propaganda, of course, is doing everything 
it can do to silence them, disarm them, and discredit them 
with the worn-out epithets of “fascists, separatists, nazis, 
reactionaries,” etc. It is significant, too, that BeneS Czechs 
and Slovak Judases use the same epithets and tactics as 
the Reds. Where they cannot successfully refute a state- 
ment, they resort to denunciation, vilification, and in- 
vective. 

The Prague broadcast, referred to above, viciously 
attacked the Christian character of the program of the 
Slovak exiles. ‘Well, as far as the activity of the Slovak 
exiles abroad is concerned,” said the Prague commentator, 
“they have in comparison with the rest of the groups one 
specialty. More than any other group they are concealing 
their actual aims by appealing to Christianity, Christian 
morals, Christian charity, etc. Dr. Francis HruSovsky even 
went as far as to designate the Central-EKuropean Union, 
that is, the rearming of German militarists, as an expres- 
sion of Christian charity. Not even the former editor-in- 
chief of the newspaper SLOVAK, Dr. Pauéo, who edited 
the SLOVAK during the time of the greatest nazi mas- 
sacre in Slovakia, will now never fail to appeal to Chris- 
tian ethics. And the Slovak fascists from Madrid, on the 
other hand, shall always recall that they are not ashamed 
of Tiso’s Legacy.” 

On June 9, 1955, the Bratislava broadcast quoted the 
angry article of the PRAVDA against the Slovak People’s 
Party, distorting its historical role. On that occasion the 
PRAVDA — according to the radio commentator — wrote 
about “the dirty role of the populist emigrants, who are 
allying themselves not only with the aggressive groups in 
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the United States, but also with the avengers in western 
Germany.” 

The radio broadcast from Prague on June 11 and that 
from Bratislava on June 12, 1955, sounded off against 
“the provocative Madrid and Rome transmitters,” and 
against the “Pauéos, Cernaks, and Duréanskys,” who are 
constantly warning escapees not to return home. 

The Prague broadcast of May 9, 1955, was full of in- 
sults and epithets about the ‘madness of the rulers of the 
imperialistic world and their humble servants, the trai- 
tors of our nations,” that is, the exiles. 

It is symbolic of communist audacity that the Reds 
are using such propaganda at a time when in Moscow they 
began a new offensive so that they might again meet and 
confer with “imperialistic rulers,” and so whet their appe- 
tite for “capitalistic’’ trade. Of course, the communists 
say one thing at home, something else at the conference 
table, and still something different to exiles. Whosoever 
perforce wants to be deaf will believe only one or the 
other side of their story and will not compare the com- 
munist propaganda of all shades and tendencies. We have 
always been of the conviction that to come to an agree- 
ment with communism is the greatest transgression 
against the principles of humanity, the basest violation of 
the rights to freedom, and a grave insult to Christian 
sentiment. Communism is most often irritated by the con- 
stant repetition and practical realization of Christian-de- 
mocratic principles. That is why they cry out loudly 
against a political program to which the vast majority of 
Slovaks in the West look for their support. 

Christianity and the help of the West, which Slovaks 
enjoy, throw the communists off balance. They say all 
Slovak exiles “have one boss,’ as reported by the Prague 
broadcast of May 2, 1955, and “all are paid from one 
treasury, the treasury of American militarism. The so- 
called Slovak National Council Abroad, the Slovak League 
of America, and the Canadian Slovak League — as the 
separatist organizations of Slovak fascists — serve Amer- 
ican military interests.” 

To show their hatred the communist madmen. ini- 
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tialed the names of the organizations they attacked with 
small letters when they published the commentary in the 
periodical L’UD (People). This is quite significant. As if 
thereby they could alter the facts. They altered and will 
alter nothing; and their anger only attests to a serious 
nervous condition. If everything were in order in Slova- 
kia and the communists were in complete command of the 
situation, they would not have to concern themselves with 
the Slovak situation so excitedly on the international 
field. However, when one once succumbs to fear and has 
lost his conscience and has two gall bladders instead of 
one heart, there hardly is any help for him. The commun- 
ist dictators in Slovakia have a very small soul. The phan- 
tom of American capitalism and the activity of free Slo- 
vak organizations and individuals will not let them sleep. 

Perhaps this is best reflected in the words of Karel 
Bacilek, who said at the XI Communist Congress at Bra- 
tislava: “. . . Imperialist aggressors, led by the ruling 
circles of the USA and with the aid of treacherous eSca- 
pees, are attempting to score and deceive the working peo- 
ple, divert it from the path of social construction. Hostile 
propaganda can at times penetrate and bear influence in 
various ways even on members of the party.” 

In other words, what is being done in the West in the 
interest of the liberation of the Slovak nation does have 
a great influence on the Slovaks at home. But obviously 
this influence also affects the communists. They are afraid 
of every step that is taken in the defense of the rights of 
the Slovak nation. 

The communists in Prague and in Slovakia fear no- 
thing more than the concept of Slovak statehood. That is 
why, for example, William Siroky practically writhed in 
cramps when he revealed at the Congress in Bratislava 
that Americans “have exhumed the compromised and bank- 
rupt slogan of the so-called Slovak State.” 

The fact, however, is that the concept of the Slovak 
State is not bankrupt and is not dead. It is a thing very 
much alive, otherwise Siroky and other communists would 
hardly concern themselves with it. The Slovaks are en- 
couraged by it, while the communists are haunted by it. 
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The principles of freedom are so strong that no one can 
compromise them. Only dictators, and among them fore- 
most are the communists, have attempted to compromise 
the governmental form. But they shall never convince the 
Slovaks that an alien and tyrannical government is better 
for them than a government of their own choice. 


Against the Kersten Committee 


The Kersten Committee evaluated the Slovak question 
justly and correctly and published its findings how Slova- 
kia was taken over by the Reds so that America and the 
rest of the free world might learn the truth about the 
struggles and demands of the Slovak nation. For that the 
communist propaganda of Prague and Bratislava fired a 
barrage of smear and vilification at the Committee. 

The Bratislav radio sharply attacked Charles Kersten 
and the Slovak witnesses on February 7, 1955. The former 
congressman from Milwaukee, Wis., was called the ‘“coun- 
sellor of the escapees,’’ while the Slovak witnesses who 
testified before the Committee were designated as “trai- 
tors of the Slovak nation.” 

The broadcast attacked Dr. Joseph Mikula, because he 
was supposed to have stated that “he and his companions 
now did not have the legal possibility to poison the soul 
of the Slovak nation.” Dr. Pauéo, the commentator barked, 
“related fables before the Committee about an alleged 
suppression of the freedom of the press in Czecho-Slova- 
kia.” Dr. MikuS was reviled because he defended the prin- 
ciples of private ownership. Matthew Cernadk, Slovak pa- 
triot and leader of the Slovak exiles in Germany, did not 
escape the wrath of the Reds either. The communist pro- 
pagandist stated that all the Slovak witnesses before the 
Committee wanted to start a war. In this instance, he said, 
‘in full nakedness was demonstrated the wretchedness of 
the methods, which are used by the American reaction to 
slander the countries of the peace camp. At the same time, 
however, it also shows the depth of filth and muck into 
which the traitors of the Slovak nation shall end up in.” 

On May 2, 1955, the Prague radio again attacked 
Charles Kersten, declaring that “on the basis of his law 
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about financing subversive activities in the countries pro- 
moting peace, he is distributing dollars generously among 
federalists, separatists, unionists, and all kinds of other or- 
ganizations” for rendering ‘‘servile service to aggressive 
plans to start a new war.” 

On May 5, 1955, the PRAVDA of Bratislava published 
a lengthy article in regard to the activities of the Kersten 
Committee and the testimony of Slovak witnesses. Among 
other things in that article, we read: 

“On December 31, 1954, there was published in the 
United States a so-called official document of the Ameri- 
can Congress, which insults the nations of our country in 
a very crude and inept manner. In this gossipy ‘docu- 
ment’, which was prepared by the special Kersten Com- 
mittee, Czecho-Slovak history is written up in a genuinely 
fascist spirit, the glorious Slovak national uprising is de- 
scribed as ‘an improvised rebellion of subversive elements’, 
and the liberation of our country by the heroic Soviet, 
army is depicted with the bitter sorrow over the defeat 
of Hitler’s occupation troops and their native assistants... 
The Kersten Committee prepared this ‘document’ on the 
basis of the so-called 12 Slovak testimonies, which it col- 
lected from Slovak fascist outcasts. . . 

“About Kersten it is generally known that he has 
intimate, friendly contacts with fascists and collaborators, 
who fled the country after World War II to escape punish- 
ment and found asylum in the United States. Therefore, it 
surprised no one when the Kersten Committee on its hunt 
for gossipy ‘testimonies’ sought out only genuine fascists 
in London, Paris, Madrid, Rome, Munich and other Cen- 
tral-European cities. With witnesses like Cernak, Pauéo, 
MikuS, Mikula, Nahalka, and their like, it naturally could 
not be proud of in public. So it met, with them in absolute 
secrecy, behind closed doors. 

“The greatest degree of depravity and lack of character 
was successfully attained by Charles Kersten and his 
twelve fascist ‘witnesses’, who in their helpless hatred 
against the Slovak people incite, slander and cry for an- 
other war against our country. 


“Among the paid perjurers of the American Govern- 
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ment of the type of Harvey Matusow, Paul Crouch, Eli- 
zabeth Bentley, and Charles Kersten, on the one hand, and 
Cernak, Duréansky, Pauéo, Kirschbaum, MikuS and com- 
pany, on the other, there is no difference. American and 
Slovak fascists alike betray their own people. Of course, 
there may be this difference: the former do this for dol- 
lars while the fascist renegades of Cernak’s type do it for 
anything of value. 

“The so-called document of the American Government, 
prepared on the basis of the gossip of 12 Slovak fascists 
clearly proves how deep the traitorous escapees have sunk 
in their hatred against our people. And simultaneously this 
lying document is further proof that American ruling cir- 
cles willingly slander countries which have rid themselves 
of capitalistic exploiters, the creatures that betrayed their 
nation to Hitler.” 

We find the very same insults and abusive names also 
in the official note of the Prague Communist government 
of April 19, which is addressed to the Government of the 
United States. The separate report of the Kersten Com- 
mittee is designated as “brazen” and “is equal to the wild- 
est product of Goebbels’ fascist propagandistic machinery. 
It is nothing else but the pasting together of lies and gossip, 
which are supposed to deepen hatred against Czecho-Slo- 
vakia, to encourage war hysteria, to incite and campaign 
against communism and to prepare a preventive war 
against peace-loving countries.” 

The Prague government is also angry because the 
Kersten report is opposed to coexistence with communism 
and warns the whole world of the threats of communist 
dictators. The Prague note attacked Dr. Joseph Mikus 
and Matthew Cernak, two active Slovak exiles, pointing out 
especially that they served in the diplomatic corps of the 
Slovak Republic. 

As far as the reproaches of the Prague government 
and its propaganda against American and Slovak factors 
is concerned, it must be stated unequivocally that not in 
a single testimony was there any talk about the need of 
unleashing a war. In the testimonies we do find, however, 
mention in several places of the need of good and effective 
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work in the publishing and broadcasting fields against com- 
munism, of the need of preparations for the spiritual re- 
novation of the world which is slowly being crushed by 
the satanic forces of communism. All Slovak witnesses 
strongly condemned the crimes and the evil perpetrated 
against the Slovak nation by communism; and they told 
how communism enslaves the Slovaks spiritually and ex- 
ploits them economically and suppresses every manifesta- 
tion of the Slovak people for freedom and state inde- 
pendence. 

The work of the Kersten Committee has become a 
thorn in the eyes of communist aggressive politics and pro- 
paganda. The Czech communists had hoped that the West 
would continue to believe blindly their old lies and fables 
against the Slovak nation; they did everything possible to 
discredit Slovaks in exile in the eyes of the West and so 
make life as miserable as possible for them. Failing in 
this, it was only natural for the Reds of Prague and Bra- 
tislava to unleash the wildest war in the press and over the 
radio against Slovaks in exile and against every one who 
sympathized with them. 

But it does not matter whom they single out for 
abuse and vilification; important it is, however, that com- 
munists are afraid of the solidly organized anti-commun+ 
ist Slovak camp and their friends, And they are frightfully 
afraid of the thought that the whole principle of the right 
of self-determination must once be accorded the Slovak 
nation, without the realization of which the contemporary 
struggle to bring order and political balance in Central 
Europe has no substantiation. 


While communism must resort to abuse and invective 
in its fits of anger, the Slovaks in exile are presenting 
facts, they are building on them and with them are de- 
fending the righteousness of their demands. Of course, 
it is not true that the Kersten Committeee used to meet 
secretly with Slovak witnesses. All the hearings were pub- 
lic. They were attended by reporters and the public. The 
press reported on the hearings, so did the radio and the 
television. Expert stenographers recorded everything that 
was said by every Slovak witness and this was then pub- 
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lished by the American Government. The reports record 
the minds of those people, who from the beginning of their 
public activity adamantly opposed communism. 

The Slovaks in exile do not deny that they are anti- 
communist. It is a historical fact that the Slovak nation as 
a whole condemned the teachings of Marx and Engels ma- 
lerialistic philosophy soon after it was made public and 
has fought it consistently and persistently throughout the 
years. The Slovaks in exile, then, do not even request sec- 
ret sessions. Communists, however, commit the foulest 
crimes where there are no witnesses. But they cannot deny 
them, because even the dead testify against murderers. 
And communism will one day be on the bench of the ac- 
cused. 


It seems the cards have fallen from the hands of the 
communist rulers in Slovakia, because they systematically 
return to the activity of the native “reaction” and the 
Slovaks in exile. This is nothing else but an attempt to 
mask all the crimes and grave injustices which they have 
committed and are still committing against the Slovak na- 
tion. Communists cannot conceal or deny the evil they have 
done. The entire nation is testifying against them. To 
want to deny something and to conceal one’s own crimes 
‘by hurling poisonous insults at others is, indeed, a much 
more difficult and hopeless task than pouring water into 
the ocean. 

We are profoundly touched by the heavy losses of 
life, cultural, moral and economic values, which the Slo- 
vak nation has suffered from the Red Moloch. The murder 
of Matthew Cernak in Munich, July 5, 1955, by a bomb 
sent through the mail is still fresh in our minds. How- 
ever, we See that the communists are writhing like wounded 
snakes, hissing with anger and hate. And that is a good 
sign. It is the beginning of the end. Thus far no commun- 
ist ruler has remained long in power; and those forced on 
the Slovaks will be no exception. They are helpless and 
have no defense for the failures of their policies and, hence, 
must find scapegoats: so they thunder against the native 
“populist reaction” at home, the “traitorous exile,” and 
“imperialistic American capitalism.” 
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LETTRICH’S HISTORY OF SLOVAKIA 
By Constantine Culen 


We shall not criticize the ideological side of his book, 
because according to Lettrich only the Slovak Catholics 
were Nazis, only they praised Hitler, only they wrote de- 
rogatively of the Jews, only they Aryanized, only they 
were in the Hlinka Guards, and only they were dissatis- 
fied in the Czecho-Slovak Republic. 

We shall not carry on polemics with Lettrich even on 
as, for example, the Sudanians, because we know that Let- 
trich is of the conviction that what is the right of the un- 
clothed Sudanian at home, does not belong to the Slovaks 
at home even if they were to wear frocks and uniforms. 
We know that from a feeling of his own inferiority even 
an under-average Czech is an unattainable ideal. Lettrich 
really belongs under the Czechs. 

We shall not debate about whether Lettrich was en- 
titled to let thousands of Slovaks be jailed, and we shall 
not debate about the Magyarism of the politicians of the 
Slovak People’s Party, because that is, after all, a matter 
of personal opinion, and it is useless to talk about the 
beauty of colors with a color-blind person. 

The statistics presented or referred to by Lettrich, 
however, really is not history, but news. They demon- 
strate the superficiality, irresponsibility and outright fal- 
sification of facts. 

Lettrich wanted to prove that the progress Slovakia 
made in the Czecho-Slovak Republic from 1918 to 1938 
“had never been surpassed in any phase of history” by 
referring to the gigantic growth of various Slovak cities 
(p. 64). He compares the 1919 with the 1948 number of in- 
habitants of some cities. Many cities, indeed, did develop 
and grow, while others showed a decrease in population. 
But we see that everywhere, not only in Slovakia. So, are 
we to regard that as a “Czecho-Slovak” miracle? Is it not 
practically a universal custom that people leave the farms 
for the cities? And even Lettrich should know that the 
influx of some 200,000 Czechs into Slovakia, especially into 
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the cities, certainly had something to do with the increase 
in population of those cities. 

But why should Lettrich resort to false statistics 
even in this case? He could have proved his case even with 
correct statistics, selected from official statistical publica- 
tions. It is obvious that Lettrich preferred to use other sta- 
tistics: those which substantially decrease the number of 
inhabitants from Magyar times and substantially increase 
the number of inhabitants from the times of the Czecho- 
Slovak Republic. 

. According to Lettrich, Zilina had 9,000 inhabitants 
in 1919 and 18,000 in 1948 (p. 64). But Zilina, we know, 
already had 9,166 inhabitants in 1910; 12,073 after the 
census was taken in Czecho-Slovakia; and in 1940, in the 
Slovak Republic, 19,329 (Vd. SOZNAM OBCI NA SLO- 
VENSKU, p. 161). According to Lettrich, then, Zilina had 
less people in 1948 than in 1940. According to Dr. Palic 
(Vd. CESKOSLOVENSKY PREHLED), Zilina had 16,400 
inhabitants in 1949, 

: According to Lettrich, Turéiansky Svaéty Martin had 
3,000 inhabitants in 1919, but 20,000 in 1948. However, we 
know that T. Sv. M. had 3,351 inhabitants already in 1900; 
4,101 in 1910; and 5,657 after the first Czecho-Slovak 
census. Where did Lettrich get the 20,000 figure? And the 
other statistics? In the footnote (ip. 64), he says his source 
was (pp. 48-57) of “THE POPULATION OF CZECHO- 
SLOVAKTA” by Waller Wynne, Jr. (Washington, 1953). 
But that source does not show 20,000 inhabitants, for T. 
Sv. M.! It shows 11,300 for the year 1940; in 1946 only 
10,600, hence, less than during the time of the Slovak Re- 
public. In fact a closer look at pages 47-57 shows Wynne’s 
book of official American statistics does not carry the 
figures either for 1919, with which Lettrich begins, or 
for 1948, with which Lettrich ends; but we do find there 
the figures for 1940 and 1946. 

It seems that pseudohistorian Lettrich did not un- 
derstand what he read. Wynne gives the figures for the 
growth of cities between 1930 and 1947 “in 1948 area.” 
Lettrich quotes the number of inhabitants of the various 
Slovak cities for 1948 from statistics of October 1, 1946. 
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When .a historian writes about the growth of some 
cities and towns, it is not unusual for him to mention the 
decrease in population of others. But T.ettrich is different; 
he is determined to prove that the Czecho-Slovak Republic 
was responsible only for “growth” figures. For example, 
the following cities and towns decreased as indicated: Ska- 
lica 2.3 percent; Myjava 2.7 percent; Pukanec 2.9 percent; 
Banskaé Stiavnica 8.3 percent; DobSina 12.3 percent; Gel- 
nica 24.1 percent; Revica 32.2 percent. Why these old in- 
dustrial centers decreased in population could also form an 
interesting chapter in a Slovak history, which is called 
‘modern”! 


“Between 1906 and 1908 alone, 560 Slovaks were sentenced for 
political crimes to a total of 91 years in jail and fines of 42,000 
Crowns” (p. 38). 


That’s what Lettrich says about Magyar persecution, 
but even here there seems to be a slight error of some 
ten years. The figures given are for a period of 12 years 
and not two. We suggest that Lettrich check this item 
with the figures given by R. W. Seton-Watson, whom he 
probably wanted to quote (RACIAL PROBLEMS IN HUN- 
GARY, p. 466). To check this item, he might also use the 
SLOVENSKY OBZOR and the PRUDY, with which he is 
quite familiar. 


It is significant, too, that, in the matter of ‘ ssbabuie. 
oppression and suppression, Mr. Lettrich quite conveni- 
ently forgets to remember what the Slovaks suffered from 
1945 to 1948, when he and Communist Schmidke were co- 
chairmen of the Slovak National Council, the body supreme 
in Slovakia. The Magyars treated the Slovaks harshly and 
unjustly, it is true; Magyar statistics themselves prove 
that. There is no need to add anything to their figures; we 
need not magnify those statistics in 1955. As they are, they 
are a monument to intolerance, dishonesty, and especially 
political short-sightedness. In the final analysis, what the 
ruling Magyars did was a crime even against the Magyar 
nation. 

On the other hand, however, what was done to the 
Slovaks during the BeneS-Lettrich era is so terrible, raw, 
and criminal that it simply is without parallel in the 
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thousand-year history of the Slovaks. Lettrich’s regime 
passes into Slovak history as a regime of an unbroken 
skein of the most terrible and bloodiest crimes. 

At one of the meetings of the Board of Commissars, 
when Lettrich ruled, a report was given that 19,740 per- 
sons, most of them intellectuals, were jailed; 55 of them 
already were sentenced to death and the rest of them re- 
ceived a total of 12,555 years in jail; and the property 
of most of them was confiscated. And that was only the 
beginning. In 1946, the average jail sentence was 19 
months; at the end of 1947, it was 33 months and 14 
days. That was in the days when Lettrich’s word could 
Save a person’s life, or ameliorate a sentence. Lettrich’s 
courts meted out jail sentences which were 1,250 percent 
higher, besides that also executions, which in peace time 
did not even happen in Hungary. 

But Lettrich makes a big issue of 91 years in jail which 
the Magyars meted out to 560 Slovaks in twelve years! 
What is that in comparison to what Lettrich’s regime was 
responsible for? Has Lettrich already forgotten the Slo- 
vaks executed, the thousands in Siberia, the crammed jails 
and concentration camps, the people beaten by his police? 
Has he forgotten the thousands of women who were raped 
by his glorified partisans, the freight cars crammed with 
Magyars whom he transferred to Czech lands for slave 
labor, the 15 frozen Magyar children in one of those freight 
cars, which waited under the Bratislava bridge in January 
without any heat for over two weeks until an order was 
given to move? Yes, and what is that in comparison to the 
300,000 beaten Germans? Lettrich made this history, was 
a responsible part of it, so why should he not include it in 
his “History of Modern Slovakia’? 

“In 1918 Hungarian statistics listed no more than 30,118 children 
of Slovak nationality” (p. 37). 

But the truth is that Magyar statistics for that year 
showed 255,792 school children of Slovak nationality (Vd. 
Judr Fojfr: NARODNI SKOLY V RHPUBLICE Cs DLE 
STAVU ZH DNE 31. PROS. 1921, which contains detailed 
statistics of Slovak elementary schools from 1881 to 1919). 
Lettrich is a bit befuddled or wants to befuddle others. 
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Magyar statistics show that in 1918 there were 30,118 
Slovak children in 365 Slovak schools, but the same sta- 
tistics showed that there were 255,792 Slovak school child- 
ren, the absolute majority of which, of course, had to at- 
tend Magyar schools. Magyar statistics were false, but 
even Magyar statisticians were not so stupid as to show 
30,000 school children for a nation of three million. They 
left that to Lettrich! 

“In 1918...there were 12,447 Hungarian civil servants on Slo. 
vak territory. Only 35 offered their services to the new Republic 
The others, being of Magyar nationality, refused to serve” (p. 39). 

Now, if that were true, then Count Apponyi was right 
when he said that the Slovaks were against uniting with 
the Czechs. But Lettrich is wrong again. How did he ar- 
rive at those figures? Lettrich not only accepts the statis- 
tics supplied by Count Albert Apponyi to support his ar- 
guments to save the unity of greater Hungary at the Peace 
Conference, but even explains them more unfavorably for 
the Slovaks than Apponyi himself. At the Peace Confer- 
ence Count Apponyi presented statistics about the number 
of officials and teachers in Hungary. He said that in the 
whole of Hungary there were 12,447 state employees: 
12,412 Magyars and 35 Slovaks. Of the 35 Slovaks, 18 
were employed in 17 Slovak districts. 

Lettrich, not understanding what he read, wrote that 
in Slovakia there were 12,447 Magyar officials, 35 of whom 
were Slovak, and the rest (12,412) refused to take the 
loyalty oath to the Czecho-Slovak Republic. Now, what 
are the facts? 

1. It is not true that there were 12,447 Magyar State 
employees in Slovakia. The figure relates to the whole of 
Hungary, with the exception of Croatia. In Slovakia there 
were 920 Magyars, 11 Germans and 18 Slovaks employed 
by the Hungarian State. 

2. It is not true that only 35 were willing to serve the 
Czecho-Slovak Republic. The figures refer only to those 
who were listed as Slovaks, but say nothing about their 
willingness or unwillingless to serve the Czecho-Slovak Re- 
public. 

3. It is not true that the rest refused to serve the 
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Czecho-Slovak Republic. If that were so, then it would 
not have been possible even with the help of the Czechs to 
establish a Czecho-Slovak regime in Slovakia. The absolute 
majority of State employees, even those of German and 
Magyar origin, took the oath of loyalty to the Czecho-Slo- 
vak Republic. Only a minority refused to take the loyalty 
oath; the number of those who refused was never recorded 
statistically (Vd. Dr. H. Rashofer: Die Tschechoslowakis- 
chen Denks-chriften fiir die Friedenskonference von Pa- 
ris 1919-1920, pp. 187-193; and Magyar Béketargyalasok). 


Continuing to falsify statistics, Lettrich states that 
only “10 of the 660 high school teachers and college pro- 
fessors” offered their services to the new Republic of Cze- 
cho-Slovakia (p. 40). 

At the Peace Conference, Count Apponyi stated that 
there were 23 Slovaks teaching in the secondary schools; 
10 of these taught in Slovakia. Dr. Dérer, speaking on the 
floor of the Prague Parliament, February 7, 1931, said 
that there was only 1 Slovak professor under Hungary. 
Michael Slavik counted 25 in his book: 15 Lutherans and 
10 Catholics. The fact is, however, that the 1918-19 school 
year began in Slovakia with over a 100 Slovak professors. 
Many left good positions in large Magyar cities to accept 
teaching positions in Slovak towns and villages; they sac- 
rificed much just so that they might serve their nation. 
But the Czechs rejected some of them and relegated 
many of them to teach in Magyar schools! 


Certainly Lettrich himself could, if he only wanted to, 
name more than 10 Slovak professors of the Lutheran 
faith alone who served the young Republic enthusiastically 
in 1918. We might mention the following Slovak professors 
who definitely did teach in Slovakia in 1918: Rozim, Kmet, 
Branecky, Potkan, Fr. Tiso, Krajniak, Vallo, Kovalik, Mur- 
ga8, Hlavaty, Hronec, Chrapa, Lisy, Klein-Tesnoskalsky, 
Horniak, Beniaé, Potocky, Misik, Bezak, Tomaja, Heések, 
Florek, Neckar, Bujnak, Volko-Starohorsky, Tvrdy. 

Count Apponyi made all kinds of statements at the 


Paris Peace Conference; but he did not go as far as Let- 
trich. What Lettrich says could be used advantageously 
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by Magyar revisionist propaganda. And yet he thinks this 
is an argument for the “Czecho-Slovak” concept! It is 
strange, indeed, that we who are considered “separatists” 
should have to defend the Czecho-Slovak Republic even 
against Lettrich. Did he forget about the five Slovak uni- 
versity professors from Budapest who came to Bratislava 
to offer their services to the new Republic, but not one was 
accepted? Tuka and Kvaéala, too, were rejected in favor of 
Czech professors, were they not? 

It is almost useless to attempt to analyze other sta- 
tistics given by Lettrich in his “history.” They are all 
equally false. Lettrich simply either did not understand 
the significance of what he read, or, if he did, then he fal- 
sified knowingly. In this category he outdid Apponyi. Let- 
trich could have proved his point easily in an honest man- 
ner, but he preferred to use the Magyar system: minimize 
and vilify everything that was Slovak. Slovaks never re- 
garded Magyar figures as reliable, so why should Lettrich 
regard them as the last word? A Czech statistician wrote 
the following about Magyar statistics: 

“The incorrectness of Magyar official statistics is attested to 
even by official Magyar data about the spreading of knowledge of 
the individual languages. On the territory of the 16 Slovak coun- 
ties — which either completely or partly fell to Czecho-Slovakia — 
in 1910, there were 300,584 Magyars who knew Slovak; that is, 25.3 
percent of all the Magyar inhabitants of those 16 counties. On that 
same territory, in 1910, it was recorded that only 281,230 Slovaks 
(16.5 percent) knew Magyar, even though the great majority of 
Slovaks was educated in Magyar schools whose main job was to 
teach Magyar. On the other hand, it is still more odd that 25.3 per- 
cent of the Magyars in the 16 Slovak counties could speak Slovak, 
that is, the language of the Pariahs, the language that was despised, 
suppressed and cast out of the schools, offices and public life. 

“This discordance must be explained only by the fact that a 
great number of Slovaks, who knew Magyar, were counted among 
the Magyars. We need not conjecture that 300,000 Magyars learned 
Slovak either out of love for Slovak or other motives. Mraz, in his 
book “Slovensko vo svetle &statistiky,” estimates that of the 300,000 
‘Magyars who know Slovak,’ there are at least 200,000 Slovaks who 
did not learn Magyar, but were counted as Magyars when the cen- 
sus was taken” (Ph. Dr. VI. Slaninka: Ndrodnostni vyvoj Ceskoslo- 
venské republiky, Prague 1938; pp. 67-68). 

And that is a fact. There is a difference between ac- 
tually Magyarized Slovaks and Slovaks whom only Magyar 
statistics regarded as Magyars. Lettrich obviously under- 
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took the task of proving the miraculous “progress” of the 
Slovaks in the Czecho-Slovak Republic by magnifying Ma- 
gyar injustices and abolishing all Czech injustices. But a 
historian should write objectively; he must not forget even 
what was good in Hungary, just as he must record what 
was good in Czecho-Slovakia; and he must not close his 
eyes either to Magyar or Czech injustices. 


“Serious unemployment and perpetual depression reigned in Slo- 
vakia from the Austrian-Hungarian Settlement in 1867, until the out- 
break of World War I. In that period three-quarters of a million 
Slovaks emigrated to earn their bread abroad, mostly in the United 
States” (p. 40). 


Why Lettrich uses the year 1867 as his initial year is” 
difficult to understand, because it was just at the end of 
the last and the beginning of the present century that Hun- 
gary began to build up industrially, and most of the en- 
terprises were built in Slovakia with state funds. 

From 1881 to 1914, there were 960 industrial enter- 
prises built in Slovakia; another 760 were remodeled to 
manufacture various products. It is estimated that this 
cost the Hungarian State 63 million pre-war Gold Crowns. 
There was one industrial enterprise for every 617 inhabit- 
ants in Slovakia, according to Dr. E. Stodola (“Statistika 
Slovenska’’). 

How did industry in Slovakia fare under Czecho-Slo- 
vakia? 

Well, when the Czechs came to power, Slovak indus- 
trial enterprises were gradually closed up. The Czechs 
said: 1. Slovakia should be the agricultural country of 
the State; 2. Slovak industry did not have natural prere- 
quisites; it was built with the help of the Magyar State, 
hence, it had to be destroyed; 3. Slovak industry belongs 
to Magyar Jews and foreigners, who suppressed the Slo- 
vaks nationally; this must be avenged by destroying their 
properties; 4. More modern Czech industry can produce 
more cheaply and abundantly all the products which were 
produced by factories in Slovakia, therefore, the latter 
must be liquidated. 

The “Morgenthau” plan for Germany in 1945 was put 
into effect by the BeneS Czechs for Slovakia in 1918! Let- 
trich might pretend not to know the facts, or may simply 
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ignore them, but nevertheless facts they still remain, The 
Federation of Slovak Industrialists published reports an- 
nually; Lettrich undoubtedly knows about them, or should 
have, if he wanted his “history” to be objective. What do 
the reports of that Federation tell us? 

In the Slovak wood industry, in the 11 largest enter- 
prises, workers put in 9,045,000 hours in 1914, but only 
3,786,000 hours in 1923; in 19 of the largest chemical 
plants, Slovak workers put in 8,352,000 hours in 1914, but 
only 4,538,000 hours in 1923; in three of the largest glass 
enterprises, 2,937,000 hours in 1914, but only 468,000 
hours in 1926; in 9 of the largest mining and smelting 
enterprises 11,469,000 hours in 1914, but only 5,684,000 
hours in 1922; in 8 of the largest grain mills 1,680,000 
hours in 1914, but only 853,000 hours in 1926; in 19 metal 
enterprises 14,271,000 hours in 1914, but only 7,059,000 
hours in 1923; in 12 textile enterprises 29,080,000 hours in 
1914, but only 15,829,000 hours in 1922; in 9 cellulose 
and paper mills 9,528,000 hours in 1914, but only 5,455,000 
hours in 1923; in three breweries 435,000 hours in 1914, 
but only 236,000 hours in 1923; in 6 enterprises of building 
materials 5,195,000 hours in 1914, but only 2,585,000 hours 
in 1923; in 6 of the largest fur and leather enterprises 
2,538,000 hours in 1914; but only 1,024,000 hours in 1923; 
in 6 food enterprises 4,155,000 hours in 1914, but only 
898,000 hours in 1923. 

These figures tell us that there must have been 
greater unemployment in Slovakia under Czecho-Slovakia 
than prior to 1918. For the edification of the readers of 
Lettrich’s “history’ and of Lettrich himself, we call to their 
attention a book written by R. W. Seton/Watson, who has 
been known as an agent of Czech propaganda for almost 
40 years; it is called “THE NEW SLOVAKIA” and was 
published in 1924 by Fr. Borovy, Prague. Several quotes 
from Chapter V (Economic Difficulties) may be in order: 

“In the caSe of Slovakia today it would be quite idle to deny 
that many serious economic grievances do exist, and further, that the 
Centralist regime, as at present directed from Prague, is in many re- 
spects contrary to the economic interests of Slovakia” (p. 78)... 


“No favour was shown even to the coal mines of Handlové, with 
disastrous effects upon industry in eastern Slovakia and in Ruthe- 
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nia” (p. 84)... “Irritation and suspicion are already so general, 
that a leading Slovak industrialist, whom no one to whom I should 
name him could deny the titles of patriot and unionist, roundly de- 
clared to me that Slovakia is regarded by ‘Prague’ as so much eco- 
nomic ballast! The argument that because 80 percent or even more 
of Slovak industry is owned by Magyars or Jews it therefore need 
not receive the same consideration, is a mere feeble pretext, intended 
to justify a very doubtful operation. It may be countered in the 
first place by a reminder that 60-70 percent of Bohemian industry is 
owned by Germans or Jews, most of whom are — only to a lesser de- 
gree than the Magyars of Slovakia — unwilling citizens of the Repub- 
lic... . However questionable may be the first origins of Slovak 
industry — and on this point there is in the main no dispute — it 
represents today the means of livelihood of a large population which 
is overwhelmingly Slovak” (p. 94)... “The deliberate reduction 
of Slovak industries, as a part of a Government programme, with- 
out any corresponding reduction in the industries of Bohemia and 
Moravia, would be a direct incitement to separatism, and would in 
any case force Slovaks, Magyars, Ruthenes and Germans into an eco- 
nomic alliance so strong as to overshadow the divergencies of poli- 
tical outlook” (p. 95)... “According to a calculation of the Union 
of Slovak Industrialists, the cost of transport in Slovakia, as late as 
the autumn of 1922, was 50 percent higher than in the western half 
of the Republic” (p. 84)... “But a great deal still requires to be 
done in the way of adjusting the general tariff system... For the 
result of these unequal tariffs is to favour still further the compe- 
tition of Czech and German firms in Slovakia and to make of Slo- 
vakia a dumping ground for their surplus goods, while rendering re- 
taliation almost impossible. As a result, it is possible for Moravian 
firms to import sand to Zilina and timber to Orava — thus refuting 
the proverbial absurdity of ‘carrying coals to Newcastle’ — and thus 
Slovak firms are undersold, and cheaper labor is brought from out- 
side, under the eyes of the Slovak unemployed. This creates a great 
deal of bad blood and gives rise to the demand, at once objection- 
able and impracticable, that Czech firms should not be allowed to 
compete in Slovakia’ (pp. 85-86). 


“The Germans exploited Slovak natural resources, such 
as lumber and ores” (p. 171), according to Lettrich, who 
already seems to have forgotten the arguments put forth 
to save the skin of Dr. Ing. Zatko in 1946, when he stood 
before the National Court in Bratislava. You see, Lettrich 
and his Slovak National Council had decreed that every 
deputy of the Slovak Parliament had to stand trial. Since 
Zatko was such a deputy, he, too, had to go through the 
ordeal. But he was more fortunate than most of the other 
deputies; being a Lutheran, he had Dr. Lettrich on his side. 
Whatever was good in the Slovak Republic, Lettrich would 
have us know, was the merit of the Lutheran or non- 
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Catholic deputies; whatever was no good or just plain bad 
in it was due to the Catholic deputies. Since Zatko was, 
during the war, the mightiest man in the department of 
Slovak economy, and he and Dr. Karvas (head of the Slo- 
vak National Bank), were really dictators in this field, Mr. 
Lettrich and the other witnesses who testified in Zatko’s 
behalf tried to prove that it was a splendid dictatorship 
and that economically Slovakia prospered to such a great 
extent that its position could not even be compared with 
the poor economy of the Czech lands. 

At the trial Dr. Matura, an economic expert, showed 
that while in the protectorate 50 percent more than the 
average amount of lumber was exacted, in Slovakia the 
production did not reach the normal average, so that some 
15 million cubic feet of lumber, valued at 5 milliard (5 
thousand million) Czecho-Slovak crowns was saved for 
the Republic. At that trial Dr. Matura also said that after 
the passage of the front “the supplies of raw materials in 
Slovakia were higher than on January 1, 1939.” Mr. Let- 
trich’s official organ, the CAS, recorded the testimony 
given during Zatko’s trial (CAS, Sept. 7, 1946). What he 
and witnesses said in defense of Dr. Zatko in 1946 is just 
the opposite of what he contends in his “history,” that 
is, that “Slovakia also provided valuable economic and ma-~ 
terial aid to Germany” (p. 171). 

Is Lettrich now telling us that the testimony given in 
behalf of the economic experts before the National Court 
was false? What else, unless his “history” is a record of 
frauds and falsifications? 

Lettrich feels that the power of the Jews is great 
and, hence, that it is necessary to flatter the mighty of 
this world. So he attempts to do just that in his “history.” 
The greater part of the pictorial supplement is devoted 
to the fate of the Jews during the war. It seems that he 
borrowed the pictures from a certain book which was pub- 
lished by the Jews of Prague and Bratislava in 1949, which 
means that it was allowed by the Red regime of Gottwald. 
Of course, Lettrich does not want us to know that. To make 
the affair look as horrible as possible, he graced his “his- 
tory” with pictures of mass graves from somewhere in 
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Poland or Germany with which Slovakia had no connec- 
tion whatever. In this connection he probably would have 
contributed to history had he published at least one pic- 
ture of the hanging of the Jews in Zvolen by the Czecho- 
Slovak legionnaires in 1919. At least it would have been 
something based on fact. Looking at the pictures in Let- 
trich’s book, the uninformed reader must get the impres- 
sion, for example, that the hole filled with dead Jewish 
women must be in Slovakia. Lettrich conveniently avoided 
writing an introduction to his pictorial supplement; he 
simply adds the pictures after the index, and lets the rest 
to the imagination of his readers, of course, first offering 
several pictures of Slovak political figures. The intent is 
only all too clear to all informed observers. But deception 
and misrepresentation are hardly the devices of genuine 
historians. Lettrich wanted to prove that the anti-Semites 
in Slovakia were Catholics and separatists exclusively, so 
he resorted to a daring falsification of the facts. 

According to Lettrich, the Jews in Slovakia had an 
active participation in Slovak national and cultural life, but 
he does not depict the extent of this participation. He even 
states that the Jews were co-founders of the Matica Slo- 
venska (The Slovak Institute). And that certainly is news. 
Furthermore, Lettrich would have the readers of his ‘“‘his- 
tory” know that there never was any anti-Semitic feeling 
in Slovakia until the ‘separatists’? came into being. 

Up to 1919 there is not a single article in Slovak liter- 
ature which shows sympathy for the Jews. There is not a 
single Slovak cultural or national event, about which it 
can be said that the Jews of Slovakia participated in. 
There are very many proofs of the opposite. The Jews 
played an important role only in the economic life of Slo- 
vakia. There is a wealth of literature depicting just what 
that role was. 

The first anti-Semitic article in Slovakia was printed 
in 1785, in the “Staré Noviny” (Old News) of Bystrica, 
which was published and edited by Evangelical (Lutheran) 
preachers. In the “Orol Tatransky” (The Tatra Eagle) of 
1845 is an article by Stir, recommending the transfer of 
Jews; the second time this recommendation was made in a 
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publication was after the first world war — and it came 
from the NEW YORKSKY DENNIK (“Czechoslovak daily 
in Slovak language”)! The most radical anti-Semite in Slo- 
vakia was Svetozar Hurban Vajansky, the son of an Evan- 
gelical preacher and the father of the late Czecho-Slovak 
ambassador to the USA. The newspapers which excelled 
in anti-Semitic articles at that time were the Narodnie 
Noviny and the New Yorksky Dennik. 

The old Matica Slovenska did not have a single founder 
who was a Jew. Lettrich invented one. It had only one 
regular member who was Jewish, a certain tavern keeper in 
Turctiansky Svaty Martin. This fellow, however, became a 
member only because most of the people who visited the 
Matica were lodged in his home at night and ate in his 
tavern. The other Jew, who up to 1919, openly backed the 
Slovaks, was a certain Jewish tavern keeper from Suéany; 
he was the only Jew in Slovakia who voted for a Slovak 
candidate in the parliamentary elections. In the Slovak 
Republic the families of both of these Jews enjoyed all pri- 
vileges and had special protection. 

To prove that only Catholics and “separatists” were 
anti-Semites, Mr. Lettrich quotes from the writings of Gaj- 
dos-Breza, to wit: “The Jews are our greatest enemies; 
they destroy, spread dissension and demoralize. But these 
very same words were used a countless number of times by 
Dr. M. Hodza, T. G. Masaryk, Miroslav J. Hurban, Sveto- 
zar Hurban-Vajansky, Joseph Skultéty, John Slavik, Ju- 
lius Bodnar, and by many other writers and politicians, 
scientists and clerics, who were more significant in Slo- 
vak life than was Gajdos-Breza. Lettrich, however, pre- 
ferred to forget them in this connection. 

T. G. Masaryk founded his “progressive’’ movement 
(the Hlasists) with these counsels: 

“Anti-Semitism in Slovakia is warranted (just).... In your 
land the Jews are everywhere, without exception, against the cultural 
efforts of the people. They practice usury. People must be saved from 
the yoke of alcohol and Jewish capital. ... Priests must be national; 
the Church must be anti-Semitic so that the people might free itself 
economically from Jewish capital... .” 

Srobar, one of the greatest opponents of separatism, 
preached the anti-Semitic gospel of Masaryk. “The Jews 


34 SLOVAKIA 


always were the exploiters and extortioners of the Slovak 
people. The enemies of the State are punished in the entire 
world,” said Mr. Vavro Srobar at a meeting of the Zu- 
pans (District Administrators) on August 4, 1919. 

Dr. Anton Stefanek, another great antagonist of Slo- 
vak autonomy, wrote in the NEW YORKSKY DENNIK 
(August 25, 1920): “Neither the Germans, nor the Ma- 
gyars, but not even any other nation on earth is more 
harmful to our nation than the Jews. But not only to us 
Slovaks, but also to the whole Slav world the Jews are the 
greatest enemies, and this is a factually and historically 
proven matter.” Just about a year before that (June 22, 
1919), Stefanek said in the same newspaper: “One of the 
most difficult problems which we shall have to resolve is 
the question how the vast masses of this nation shall be 
protected from the flood of the Jews, that is, from the de- 
structive and subversive vices that have taken hold... .” 

The NEW YORKSKY DENNIK was quite enthused 
by such words and offered this advice: “Send all the Jews 
to hell” (Nov. 11, 1919) ... “Since we do not allow a 
Jew to become a Zupan, then we must not allow him to be 
an owner or director of large factories, enterprises, homes, 
and businesses in Slovakia,” wrote Tvarozek, one of Let- 
trich’s commissars, already in 1919 in the NYD. .. “The 
irrefutable fact is that something ought to be done about 
the Jews in Slovakia already now” (NYD, Oct. 8, 1938). 
And what ought to be done, the NYD explains: “So that 
they might go to the lands of those nations, which they 
voluntarily claimed as their own in 1930” (resolution of the 
Czecho-Slovak Sokol Community, Oct. 7, 1938). 

Of course, that meant that the Jews were supposed to 
go back to Germany, Hungary and Poland. 

In 1938, the newspaper edited by Dr. Martin Kvetko, 
another commissar of Lettrich’s and now a significant fac- 
tor in the Council of Free Czecho-Slovakia and one of the 
so-called big guns of the Free Europe Committee, wrote un- 
equivocally that there was only one effective way to deal 
with the Jewish problem, so he presented it in this manner: 
“Germany has shown us how we must deal with the for- 
eign element. We must apply such methods even more than 
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Germany” (Narodnie Noviny, Sept. 18, 1938). In other 
words, he recommended Hitler’s methods. 

Gabo RapoS, who received the greatest decoration 
from the hands of Dr. Lettrich, wrote the following in 
the Narodnie Noviny (Oct. 6, 1938). “We must also rid 
ourselves of one more element which economically is pau- 
perizing Slovakia — we must resolve the Jewish question 
which impedes the development of Slovakia, and we must 
rid ourselves of all parasites!’ 

Did the situation change in 1945? Well, Senior Seniel, 
a deputy of Lettrich’s “democratic” party, prophesied as 
follows: “We'll first lay aside our Lutheran garb and stop 
reading the Passion, before we put anti-Semitism aside.” 

Dr. Martin BelluS, another of Lettrich’s stalwarts, 
wrote in a similar vein in the Narodnie Noviny and recom- 
mended the use of Hitler’s methods: “Every half-way so- 
lution (of the Jewish question) supported by pseudodemo- 
cratic principles is bound to fail, because it opposes the in- 
terests of the whole of autonomous Slovakia and the State 
of the Czechs, Slovaks and Sub-Carpathian Ruthenians.” 

But even Dr. Lettrich himself, as co-chairman of the 
Slovak National Council, demanded that the Jews in Slo- 
vakia be treated or dealt with as with enemies, the Ger- 
mans and Magyars. In 1945, he proclaimed: “We must 
endeavor without mercy to chase the Magyars and Ger- 
mans out of our country. The Jews, who by their feelings 
and their language show sympathy toward the Magyars 
or Germans, we shall regard as Germans and Magyars and 
they shall have to share the lot of Germans and Magyars.” 
And those he did expel! 

Dry statistical figures say nothing about the Slovak 
nationality of Jews. In 1890, 6 percent of the Jews living in 
Slovakia claimed Slovak as their mother tongue, but in 
1910 only 2 percent did. 

It is both interesting and significant to the informed 
reader that Lettrich devotes quite a bit of his space in his 
“history” to quotations of altogether unimportant and 
politically insignificant people, but conveniently forgets 
to quote authorities, such as Masaryk, Srobar, Stefanek, 
HodZa, Jan Slavik, SenSel. He quotes from the “Slovak,” 
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but forgets to do so from the “‘Staré Noviny, Orol Tatran- 
sky, Narodnie Noviny, Cirkevné Listy, New Yorksky Den- 
nik, Slovensky Dennik, Slovenské Pohlady’’ and other pe- 
riodicals. 

Lettrich tries to place the entire responsibility for the 
sufferings of the Jews on the Slovak Government, even 
though an institution regarded as responsible and serious, 
which probably was more concerned than any other with 
this problem — the International Red Cross — stated 
that: at certain times Slovakia was regarded as a refuge 
of the Jews, especially Polish Jews; the Jews who re- 
mained in Slovakia were comparatively protected until the 
uprising against the German army at the end of August 
1944; it is true that the law of, May 5, 1942, resulted in 
the arrest of several thousands of Jews, but in the camps, 
where living and housing conditions were adequate, the 
prisoners were allowed to work for pay under conditions 
which approximated free economy; in Hungary, like in 
Slovakia, Israelites were spared as long as the local gov- 
ernment had a certain freedom of action (Vd. Revue In- 
ternationale de la Croix Rouge, Vol 29, No. 348, Dec. 1947). 

The EVANGELIST, the official organ of the Diocese 
of Albany, N. Y., carried a report from Prague saying that 
a comparison of the pre-war and post-war number of per+ 
sons of the Jewish faith and race in Czecho-Slovakia shows 
that while in Czechia and Moravia — which were under 
German rule — 85 percent of the Jews perished, in Slo 
vakia, on the other hand, during the reign of President 
Joseph Tiso, 85 percent of the Jews were saved. 

After 1945, at the Bratislava University, several sons 
of the foremost “Czecho-Slovak and Lutheran” families 
objected to receiving doctorates together with Jews and 
the university had to arrange another time for the cere- 
mony; the Jews received their doctorates with former 
members of the Hlinka youth. And Lettrich was boss in 
Slovakia at that time! 

History books usually carry pictures of leading per- 
sonalities and events that made history. Lettrich’s ‘“‘his- 
tory,” however, is different; it tells the story of so-called 
“Catholic crimes” and, quite understandably then, Lettrich 
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used only photographs of so-called "Catholic criminals.” 
Under one picture which is almost ineligible, for example, 
we read: “Canon Karol Koérper wearing a Hlinka Guard 
cap while speaking.’’ What the occasion was and what 
Korper said is left to the imagination of the reader. Of 
course, those who were present on that occasion know that 
a blessing of the Slovak colors took place. They also know 
that the speaker who followed Korper was the Evangelical 
(Lutheran) chaplain of the Hlinka Guard, Dr. Ladislaus 
Jurkovié. The latter and I went to school together and 
were good friends; I was glad to see him in Lettrich’s 
book; he is to. the left of K6rper, between two German 
officers. Lettrich obviously was only interested in lifting 
out the name of Canon Korper. 

Then there is the picture of Comrade Kaftanov. He, 
too, made Lettrich’s “history,” even though he probably 
will not make Russian history. Kaftanov attended the 
occasion of Dr. Tuka’s installation as rector of the Bra- 
tislava University, at which he is reported to have pre- 
dicted a “glorious future for the Slovak State, because it 
resulted from the collaboration of the two most powerful 
nations, the Germans and the Russians, who had decided 
to reorganize the appearance of Europe.” Since Lettrich 
bothered with Kaftanov, he should have also mentioned the 
names of very distinguished scholars and representatives 
of world-renowned universities (American, French, Eng- 
lish, Italian, Turkish, etc.) who sent congratulatory mes- 
sages to Dr. Tuka. 

And Lettrich’s picture is lacking, too, even though 
he was photographed while pinning decorations on quite 
a few Red Russians. We are supposed to believe, too, that 
there are no pictures of Lettrich with Tito, Gottwald, Si- 
roky, Duri3, Pull, Smidke, Husak, and other Communists. 
Too bad, too, that he could not embellish his pictorial sup- 
plement with a few photos of the German ambassador to 
Slovakia, of Nazi generals and economic representatives 
all of whom enjoyed hunting with Lettrich’s friends on 
their private hunting reserves and were very happy to 
shake hands with Nazis. But even this is all petty and 
trivial. 
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The Slovak Republic was the work of people and it 
was managed by people. It is, therefore, quite understand- 
able that, like other states, the Slovak Republic also had 
its faults and deficiencies. It was born during a world cri- 
sis, in the shadow of the gigantic German Reich, to which 
the western powers abandoned the whole of Europe. At 
that time there was no force, single or combined, which 
could or did intervene to change the course of events. 
Lettrich states that BeneS and others, including himself, 
were forced to do things under given circumstances, which 
they probably would not have done under normal condi- 
tions. And that is understandable. 

But why should Lettrich create the impression that the 
Slovaks and Tiso, who were responsible for the welfare of 
the Slovak Republic, willingly and voluntarily went along 
in all things with the Nazis? The answer is obvious. Let- 
trich could not control or overcome his prejudices and his 
intense hatred of Tiso and his group, which he calls the - 
“Catholic Party” and which represented the overwhelming 
majority of the Slovaks. In this he was no different than 
the Communists and the chauvinistic Benes Czechs. 


In a word, Lettrich’s “history” is one of the most 
shameful, vicious and malicious books about Slovakia that 
was ever published. Griinwald’s infamous ‘“Felvidék’’ in 
comparison is an innocent song. To those who read Let- 
trich’s book, I say this: do not even believe the figures he 
gives as the population for any Slovak town or city, be- 
cause thev are most certainly falsified. The “History of 
Modern Slovakia” is, indeed, a true picture of Lettrich’s 
political and moral stature! 


“CZECHOSLOVAKISM VERSUS AMERICANISM” — 
an exposé of the pro-Soviet “National Fronters” in the so- 
called Council of Free Czechoslovakia — is a 48 page book- 
let published by the Slovak League of America, which 
should be read by every one seeking the answer to the 
question of how “Czecho-Slovak democracy” converted to a 
“people’s democracy.” Send 25 cents (coin or stamps) to 
the SLOVAKIA for your copy today. 
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THE SLOVAKS AND SLAVONIC CIVILIZATION 
Joseph Kirschbaum, LL.D., Ph.D. 


There seems to be some confusion even among spe- 
cialists in the field of Slavic studies as far as Slovakia’s 
contribution to the civilization of other Slav peoples is 
concerned. The question, then, as to what role the Slo- 
vaks really did play in the civilization of the Slavonic peo- 
ples, is not only interesting, but worthy of consideration 
and study. To answer that question, we must first con- 
sider several fundamental questions: 

First: What role did Slovakia play in the Great Mora- 
vian Empire, on the territory of which the cultural-reli- 
gious mission of Saints Cyril and Methodius was developed? 

Second: Into the cultural history of what nation can 
we place the cultural and literary work of Cyril and Me- 
thodius and their immediate pupils? 

Third: Are the Slovaks of today ethnically and cultu- 
rally bound with the people of Great Moravia? : 

In a significant portion of Slavonic histriography, 
especially in the works of scientific workers and Slavists 
which were published in English in the past three decades, 
there is no agreement on these fundamental questions. 

R. A. Kann in his “The Multinational Empire’ 
states, for example, that “the Slav population, particularly 
the eastern Slav population of the Great Moravian Empire, 
is unquestionably the historic ancestor of the Slovaks of 
today,” but he adds that those historic predcessors are ‘“‘by 
no means ethnically identical with them (the Slovaks).” 

John D. La Monte in his “World of the Middle Ages’ 
omits the Slovaks completely when naming the ethnic 
groups which formed the Great Moravian Empire. 

H. S. Thompson, J. S. Rouéek, Milan HodzZa, Francis 
Dvornik, and many other less significant Slavists present 
the first Slavonic State in Central Europe — which Por- 
fyrogenetos named topographically according to the river 
bearing that name — as if it belonged to the political and 
cultural history of the Czechs, or at best of the Czecho- 
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Slovaks. And thus they also present the cultural-Chris- 
tian work of Saints Cyril and Methodius. 

Professor Francis Dvornik, one of the most ack- 
nowledged authorities of cultural and political history 
of the Slavonic peoples of the ninth century, regards “Bo- 
hemia the heir of the Moravian Empire’ (), 

For professor Rouéek (Slavonic Encyclopedia) Great 
Moravia and the cultural work of Cyril-Methodius is ex- 
clusively a part of Czech history, while for Dr. Milan 
Hodza it is the first “Czechoslovak” State(3). 

This view, which the above mentioned authors at- 
tempt to support with the hypothesis that “Czechs and 
Slovaks of Bohemia, Moravia and Northern Hungary 
(Slovakia) formed a single group with a common lan- 
guage” (4) — the view held by several Czech historians, 
philologists and ethnographers, specially Chaloupecky, Nie- 
derle, Prazak, and Pastrnek — is, of course, at odds with 
older views of some Czech, Slovak, German and other Euro- 
pean historians, philologists and ethnographers. And it 
certainly cannot find support in historical sources, which 
though not abundant are nevertheless sufficient to cast 
doubt on the above theses. 

Professor Dvornik himself, who regards Czechia-Bo- 
hemia as the heir of the Great Moravian Empire, leads to 
the logical conclusion that the Czech tribes belonged to the 
Great Moravian Empire only for a very short time, when 
Svatopluk was extending his power on all sides, and that 
after Svdtopluk’s death in 895 “the Bohemians appeared 
again at the Reichstag at Regensburg and renewed their 
allegiance to the Frankish Empire.” And Dvornik also 
states that ‘“Bohemia’s submission to the Franks naturally 
implied severance of all religious ties with the Moravian 
ecclesiastical organization” (5) 

The statement that “the Bohemians appeared again 
at Regensburg” requires supplementation from the Anna- 
les Fuldenses, which Dvornik himself quotes and depends 
upon, that is, that in the year 845 ‘fourteen chieftains of 
Czech tribes appeared at the court of Louis and accepted 
baptism with their escorts’(6), which under the given 
circumstances clearly indicates the political dependence of 
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the Czech tribes on Bavaria. According to the Annales Xan- 
tenses, the Czechs quarreled and fought with Bavaria in 
849, but could not rid themselves of Bavarian rule and 
join the Czech lands to the Great Moravian Empire, which 
Dvornik regards as a “federation under the authority of 
the Mojmir dynasty’ (7), until about 880. According to No- 
votny and the Annales Fuldenses ‘“‘Svatopluk extricated 
the Czech tribes from Frankish rule by force’’(8). 


Since the beginnings of Great Moravia are placed in 
the year 822 and historical sources mention Pribina and 
the dedication of the Church in Nitra in 833; furthermore 
since, even according to professor Dvornik, Czech tribes 
were still definitely subordinated to Bavaria in 849, even 
though that was already the era of Rastislav, the third 
ruler of the Great Moravian Empire, and since the Czech 
tribes separated from the Great Moravian Empire and 
submitted to Bavaria and then even waged war together 
with the Germans against the Great Moravian HEmpire(), 
it is indeed quite difficult to find a historical or logical ar- 
gument for the thesis that Great Moravia did belong to 
Czech political history and that the cultural work of Cyril 
and Methodius belonged to Czech cultural history. 


The question of what tribes formed the Great Mora- 
vian Empire and what lands the empire consisted of 
could not be considered satisfactorily and definitely re- 
solved and, therefore, a group of scientific workers began 
a new search and technical research of sources. The his- 
torians were joined by philologists, archeologists and ex- 
perts on medieval history; the era of the Great Moravian 
Empire was studied not only from annals and chronicles, 
from legends and liturgical texts of Slavonic antiquity, 
but also on the basis of archeological finds, names of 
rivers and mountains, villages and towns, churches, Chris- 
tian and family names, popular traditions, etc. The list 
of specialists of the Great Moravian era is surprisingly 
large in the past years and while some of them are known 
internationally (Dvornik, Jakobson), significant works of 
others are thus far unknown on the American continent 
only because they were not translated into various world 
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languages, nor were they presented to the learned world 
even in abstract form. 

Among the unknown or little-known specialists in the 
Anglo-Saxon world, we find a significant group of Slovak 
university professors and experts of whom I might men- 
tion the following: 

a) In history: Joseph Skultéty, Francis HruSovsky, 
Daniel Rapant, J. Dekan. 

b) In philology: John Stanislav, Henry Bartek, Louis 
Novak, Izaéenko, B. Varsik, V. Pogorielov, Anthony Banik. 

c) In literary history: Andrew Mraz, Stephen Kréméry. 

d) In archeology: John Hisner. 

Every one of these men made a study of one or the 
other phase of the era of Great Moravia and the work, of 
Saints Cyril and Methodius, and some of them — Stanislav, 
Hrusovsky, Bartek, Izacenko, Pogorielov — of several 
phases and some of their studies were published even in 
foreign languages(10), 

To what conclusions does the scientific research of 
these experts lead to, even though the results of their 
studies thus far are available for the main part only to 
Slavonic scholars and have not been made available in 
suitable form for the western world? Professor Otokar Od- 
lozilik, in the “Harvard Slavic Studies,” summarizes 
them this way: “It can be said of them in general that 
they not only shed fuller light on political and cultural 
developments in the Moravian State, but invalidated ear- 
lier concepts, according to which the work of the Slavic 
Apostles was short-lived and doomed to failure’’(11). 

Fundamentally, the results of the scientific research 
of Slovak historians, philologists, archeologists and cultu- 
ral workers of the past decades are these: 

1. In agreement with Dobrovsky, who already in 1825 
wrote that “Slovakia was really Great Moravia’(12), and 
in agreement with Safarik (Slovanské starozitnosti, pp. 
794-795), Skultéty, HruSovsky, Stanislav and Dekan con- 
sider Slovakia as the central and main part of the Great 
Moravian Empire, which in the “Skazani o prelozeni knig”’ 
was already called “Slovénska zemlja” (Slovak country). 

2. In agreement with V. Jagi¢, who in his work about 
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the origin of the Church Slavonic tongue wrote in 1900 
that “in Great Moravia people must have spoken in the 
ninth century with a tongue which in its fundamentals was 
identical with the Slovak language of today” (13), Stanislav, 
Bartek, Rapant, Varsik and Novak arrived at the conclu- 
sion through scientific study that the inhabitants of Great 
Moravia were the direct ancestors of the Slovaks of today. 

3. On the basis of the above mentioned premises, the 
above historians and philologists, as well as A. Mraz, the 
literary historian, came to the conclusion that the cultu- 
ral-Christianizing activity of Saints Cyril and Methodius 
related to, in the first place, the ancestors of present-day 
Slovaks and Slovakia and, therefore, their literary work, 
including the literary activity of some of their pupils, is a 
‘component part of Slovak literature. It may be interesting 
to note here that this thesis is supported even by profes- 
sors of the Bratislava University today (A. Mraz and J. 
Dekan), even though in present Czecho-Slovakia national- 
ism and everything which might be suspected of national- . 
ism is punishable according to the law as “deviationism.” 

By what scientific arguments are these theses sup- 
ported? On what scientific order do they mainly depend? 
What new contributions do they bring to the evaluation 
of the work of Cyril and Methodius? 

Besides a new search and evaluation of known sources, 
such as the Annales Fuldenses, Annales regni Francorum, 
Libellus de conversione Bagoariorum et Carantanorum, the 
chronicles of Heriman, Regino, Nestor, legends and bio- 
graphies, etc., the basis for the above mentioned conclu- 
sions are in the main philological researches(14). The name 
Moravia and Moravians, incidentally also “Scalvi,’ which 
we meet with mainly in Latin sources, while eastern sources 
speak of “Slovéni” (in the SKAZANI, the Moravian State 
is, aS we have seen, alternatively called “Morava’’ and 
‘“Slovénska zemlja” — Moravia and the Slovak land), is 
considered a topographical term, which received its poli- 
tical character and was used in the etatistical meaning to 
indicate the inhabitants of the Moravian State, besides 
the Czechs and the Serbians who belonged only for a short 
time to Svatopluk’s empire. 
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“The fall of Great Moravia,” writes Dr. J. Dekan, 
“brings a return to the original topographical significance 
of the name, and the inhabitants of the eastern part of 
Great Moravia, i.e., the territory of Slovakia, besides iso- 
lated toponomastic remiscences, are called by their own an- 
cient ethnic name of “Sclavi, Slovieni, namely, the Slo- 
vaks” (15), The thesis that the term Moravians had only 
a specifically topographic and, later, a politically etatistical 
meaning was unfolded long before Dekan by several Slo- 
vak Slavists and historians, especially by Joseph Skul- 
téty(16), HruSovsky and Stanislav. 

The philologists John Stanislav, L. Novak, H. Bartek, 
V. Pogorielov, Izaéenko, and others, by philological inquiry 
of the Cyrilo-Methodius texts, the Cividalian Gospel Book, 
legends and chronicles, as well as by searching names of 
people, rivers, mountains, villages, churches and traditions 
and, furthermore, the dialects and “loan words”, confirm 
the theses and the hypotheses of the historians as regards 

_even the ethnical nature of the inhabitants of Great Mo- 
ravia aS well as the mission of Cyril and Methodius in rela- 
tion to Slovakia. 

According to the latest researches of Slovak Slavists, 
the mission of Saints Cyril and Methodius took place main- 
ly on the territory of the Slovaks — professor Stanislav 
states with certainty that Method’s residence was in Ni- 
tra(17) — and the great cultural-Christianizing work of 
Cyril and Methodius is consequently placed first of all in 
the cultural history of the Slovaks. Even Dvornik con- 
firms this indirectly when he states that ‘“‘Slovanic liturgy 
in Slovakia outlived the catastrophe of the Great Moravian 
Empire,” that the territory of present-day Slovakia was 
“in a definite sense the most cultured part of the Magyar 
empire” (correctly, the Hungarian empire), and the Sla- 
vonic monks, after being expelled from Czech lands (from 
the Monastery at Sazava) in 1055, found refuge in Slovakia. 
According to Dvornik, Slovakia and her ancient Slavonic 
centers served as ‘half-way transmitting centers’ not only 
between Croatia, but even Kievian Russia(18), 

As far as the literary work of Cyril-Methodius and 
their immediate students is concerned, we know from the 
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“SKAZANI” that they translated “i proceje knigy” (also 
many other books) and from Latin legends ‘“pluraque 
alia documenta sacrae scriptuare’’ (according to the legend 
of Bodescens), or only “plura que alia,” according to the 
legend of Christian. Stanislav records that “after his arri- 
val in Great Moravia, Constantine translated almost the 
entire ecclesiastical ritual.” We know definitely, Stanislav 
writes, that Constantine completed the translation of the 
Gospel texts of all four evangelists in Great Moravia, and 
that he also translated the Acts of the Apostles and the 
Psalms(19), 

St. Methodius, according to Stanislav, continued in the 
work begun by his brother and after the issuance of the 
glorious Bull “Industriae tuae,” by which the Slavonic 
liturgy again was confirmed and permitted, “made a com- 
pendium of everything that was translated during the 
twelve years (869-881) of his independent leadership of 
the Great Moravian mission. He selected two priest ‘rapid 
writers’ and with them translated — probably dictated to 
them — the entire text of the Holy Bible — the Old and 
New Testaments, besides the books of the Maccabees, with- 
in eight months.” 

Methodius also translated, or had translated, the La- 
tin Missal, which is preserved as the so-called Kiev Missal; 
written in Glagolic letters it is preserved in a copy from 
the 10th century with the elements of the Great Moravian 
tongue. Stanislav also mentions the translation of the ri- 
tual, the breviary and the credo, which, according to Me- 
thodius’ biography, Svatopluk was supposed to have 
prayed in the Slovak translation. 

Of the non-liturgical books, Stanislav mentions the 
translation of the Nomocanon, or the Korméaja book, i.e., 
a collection of laws and regulations of the Byzantian rulers 
and Church Fathers, then Cyril’s polemic treatise in Greek 
against the Jews, which was translated by Methodius, and 
the original works “A Preface to the Gospels” and ‘“Writ- 
ings About the True Faith,” both written by Cyril. Among 
the original mementoes belong the so-called Pannonian- 
Moravian Legends, “The Life of St. Cyril and Methodius,” 
written, according to Stanislav, without a doubt in Great 


46 SLOVAKIA 


Moravia, also the “Praises of Cyril and Methodius” and 
“albout the end of the ancient Slovak epoch of Slovak cul- 
ture’ — the legend about Naum. One of the ‘“Moravian- 
Slovak sons’ — Stanislav says — composed also the ancient 
Slovak legend about St. Wenceslaus around the year 935. 

Stanislav states quite clearly that this literary activity 
developed on Slovak territory and that in the “great work 
along with Cyril and Methodius undoubtedly other sons 
of the Slovak nation had a part, especially Gorazd(20). 
Traces of this are found especially in many words of these 
mementoes.” And since “these memoirs were written for 
the religious, i.e., the cultural needs of the Slovak nation 
and prompted by it, the predecessors of the Slovaks took 
part in this work passively and actively and, therefore, 
this literary work, according to Stanislav, belongs also to 
our (Slovak) national treasure.” 

“Old Slavonic was the first literary language of the 
Slovak nation,’ J. Stanislav wrote in 1944 at the conclu- 
sion of his studies. This thesis was taken up after him by 
Dr. A. Mraz, professor of Slovak literature at the Bra- 
tislava University today. The Slovak nation actually re- 
gards it as its language, states Stanislav. Proof of this we 
have, for example, in the letter of Pope Hadrian II to 
Rastislav, Svatopluk and Kocel, in which is written: “We 
have decided . . . to send Methodius . . . to teach you as 
you requested, explaining the Bible in your language(?!), 

This clarification of the relation of the mission of 
Saints Cyril and Methodius to Slovakia appeared to be ne- 
cessary to find the answer to the question what role the 
Slovaks and Slovakia played in the beginnings of civiliza- 
tion of the Slavonic peoples. If we accept the thesis, de- 
monstrated by Slovak Slavists, then the matter is in sub- 
stance simple: the participation of the Slovaks and Slova- 
kia in the civilization of the rest of the Slavonic nations 
is proved by the significance of Saints Cyril and Methodius 
and their immediate pupils in the cultural life of the indi- 
vidual Slavonic nations. 

As far as the content and extent of the cultural-Chris- 
tianizing work of Cyril and Methodius is concerned, Slo- 
vak Slavists, with their scientific inquiries, confirm the 
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view of professor K. J. Grot(22), who wrote about Great 
Moravia and the work of the Slovak Apostles that in 
Great Moravia was.made not only “the most important at- 
tempt at a political unification of the Slovanic peoples — 
the Greater Moravian Union — but also that: 1. there 
“were laid the foundations for the national Church and 
national Christian education; 2. there originated the draft 
and the directive of the future of the whole subsequent 
historic development of Slavdom, its world role and rela- 
tion to Roman-Germanic Europe, to the West and to the 
Asiatic question; 3. the foundation of Church-Slovanic 
literature and education in the Slovanic South among the 
Bulgars and the Serbs, and in the East among the Rus- 
sians, and partly also among other western Slavs, was 
only a continuation of that work which Cyril and Metho- 
dius had begun in Great Moravia.” 

Before concluding, it is perhaps necessary to recall 
that both historical and cultural conclusions here indi- 
cated are nothing new in Slovak cultural life, but only a 
scientific support of the tradition and enduring conscious- 
ness of the continuity of Great Moravia with Slovakia, 
which already in the 17th and 18th centuries found ex- 
pression in several scientific and literary works both from 
the circle of Trnava University (1635), and also from the 
circle of Bernolak’s school at the end of the 18th century. 
In the preface to the significant Cantus Catholici (1655), 
Benedict Szdlési (1609-56) tells clearly about the con- 
sciousness of historical continuity of the Slovaks with the 
history of Great Moravia; the great epic “Cyrilometodiada”’ 
and ‘“‘Svatopluk” from John Holly and the Latin work of 
Samuel Timon (1675-1736), the distinguished work of John 
B. Magin from 1728 “Maurices sive Apologia” are irre- 
futable proofs of this. 

Of course, Slavists of other nations are expected to 
tell how far the results and conclusions of the scientific 
research of Slovak Slavists are in agreement with the his- 
torical truth and where the theses and hypotheses are in 
cases in disagreement with their scientific research. There- 
fore the aim of this dissertation is not only to call atten- 
tion to Slovak scientific inquiries, to the contribution which 
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Slovaks made to Slavistics from Safarik and Kollar to pres- 
ent-day scientific workers in Slovakia and outside its ter- 
ritory, but this short treatise has for its aim also to evoke 
more interest to inquire into and evaluate and, in cases, 
even to refute some theses of contemporary Slovak scien- 
tific workers in the field of Slavic studies. 
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BENES’S TRIP TO MOSCOW AND CZECHO- 
SLOVAK PROPAGANDA 


Dr. Michael Zibrin 


BeneS admits in his Memoirs that Eden made some for- 
mal objections against his 1943 trip to Moscow, yet he tries 
to minimize the opposition of the English cabinet. Benes 
propagandists of today, however, do not admit even this 
fact and they praise the Bene’ trip to Moscow as something 
by which Benes greatly helped the Allies and to which 
Washington and London consented. 


Anyone who heard Dr. Ripka’s report before the 
Czecho-Slovak State Council in London, July 26, 1943 — 
when he talked about the preparations for Benes’s trip 
to Moscow, made in agreement with Czecho-Slovak Com- 
munists, and how Dr. Benes was expected in Moscow in 
any case — has an entirely different picture about the 
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trip. LauSman and Uhli¥, too, both of whom had just re- 
turned from Moscow, stressed the necessity of the trip. 
A different view of the trip is held also by those who were 
at the meetings of the Council during September and Oc- 
tober, 1943, or those who read the minutes of these meet- 
ings, or even those who in the fall of 1943 read Ripka’s 
mouthpiece in London, the “Czechoslovak’ and the “Nova 
Doba.” In these minutes and newspapers, the BeneS trip to 
Moscow appears in quite a different light from that the 
Benes followers present it now. 

Communist Valo best characterized the situation in 
his speech when he declared that BeneS must go to Mos- 
cow whether the Englishmen liked it or not. If they do not 
like it, he said, “we should leave England.” 

The Czecho-Slovak State Council unanimously decided 
to ask Benes to go to Moscow as soon as possible. Dr. 
Ripka brought the Council’s decision to BeneS and procured 
the travel means for him and his company. Dr. Papanek 
and Zenkl at a commemoration of BeneS’s birthday praised 
BeneS’s decision to go to Moscow. Their present writings 
about Benes’s trip, however, disagree with what they wrote 
in 1948 and with the official news of the Czecho-Slovak 
news agency. 

The Czech newspaper Denni Hlasatel for August 11, 
1943, published a report from Moscow that says, “Pravda, 
the Communist organ, received a report from London that 
the President of the Czecho-Slovak government, Dr. Be- 
neS, was forced to postpone his long-planned trip to Mos- 
cow because of the opposition of English circles.” On Oc- 
tober 4, 1943, the same Denni Hlasatel carried this re- 
port: -“The Czecho-Slovak government-in-exile announced 
today that it wishes to enter a pact of mutual help and 
defense with Soviet Russia despite the demand of Foreign 
Minister Eden and of the Polish government-in-exile that 
the debate about the pact be postponed. .. Eden asked 
Dr. Edward BeneS, president of the Czecho-Slovak govern- 
ment-in-exile, to postpone his trip to Moscow. . .” This re- 
port was issued for news agencies as well as for the Cze 
cho-Slovak press by Dr. Ripka himself, as the result of 
the Council’s decision. In the United States the report 


SLOVAKIA 51 


was published by Dr. Papanek. The Christian Science Mo- 
nitor for October 13, 1943, had a long article about Be- 
nes’s trip to Moscow, and Denni Hlasatel, reprinting it in 
abbreviated form on October 14, said: “The postponement 
is being explained probably by the official British action 
resulting from Eden’s declaration in Parliament on Septem- 
ber 22 this year, in which Eden stated that British inter- 
vention — for postponement of BeneS’s trip — resulted 
from discussion held during Molotov’s visit to London in 
1942. . . His Majesty’s Government, said Eden thinks that 
both governments are of the opinion that it will be better 
for them at present not to conclude such a pact. . .” The 
passages are from Eden’s speech. 

How then could Dr. Ripka state in his book “Czecho- 
slovakia Enslaved” that Dr. Bene’ went to Moscow with 
the consent of the Allies? How can the other members of 
the Council of Free Czecho-Slovakia say that Benes went 
to Moscow to sign an alliance with the USSR with the con- 
sent of Washington and London? Yes, it was they who 
asked Bene’ in 1943 to go to Moscow even against the will 
of the British Government. This is a matter of record. 
Yet today in America the same people from the Council 
of Free Czecho-Slovakia have the impudence to propagate 
in official Washington exactly the opposite of the truth. 

In 1943 the twenty-fifth anniversary of Czecho-Slo- 
vakia’s creation was commemorated in radio broadcasts 
and articles. In America broadcasts were made by Jan 
Masaryk and Francis Nemec, and in London by Ripka, 
Slavik and Sramek. All were inspired by Bene’’s planned 
trip to Moscow; they were very much in favor of it Their 
speeches were published in the official Czecho-Slovak pub- 
lications as well as in Denni Hlasatel from October 27. 1943, 
and through the first week of November. 


It is of interest to note here that during this same time 
Denni Hlasatel, as well as other Czecho-Slovak papers, 
reprinted the texts of various proclamations from the 
Czecho-Slovak National Council in Paris from October 18, 
1918, and also the text of the so-called “Washington De- 
claration.”’ On these documents we find the name of Gen- 
eral Dr. Milan R. Stefanik as a signer. At that time, how- 
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ever, General Stefanik was in Russia; therefore he could 
not sign any declaration in October, 1918, either in Wash- 
ington or in Paris. When Stefanik learned about these do- 
cuments, according to the memoirs of French General Ja- 
nin, he not only did not agree with them, but also protested 
through General Janin that his signature was used with- 
out his knowledge and authority. 

I am referring to this incident in order to show that 
the Czecho-Slovak politicians did not change. They mis- 
represented the truth and forged signatures during the 
first exile (World War I), they did the same during the 
second exile (World War II) and today during the so- 
called third exile, they deny even what they themselves had 
published earlier through the Czecho-Slovak press agency. 
One could document this richly from 1943 British news- 
papers, the records of the British Parliament, and par- 
ticularly the Polish publications from 1943. I purposely 
cited only the reference of Dr. Zenkl and Ripka from 
newspapers. This material was published at the same time 
in New York in both of Papanek’s newspapers, the New 
Yorksky Dennik and New Yorkské Listy. 

It is important to note that Dr. BeneS’s trip to Mos- 
cow in 1943 resulted in his signing an alliance with the So- 
viet Union without the approval of the nations at home. 
During this trip he promised Stalin to cede Ruthenia, which 
had been part of Czecho-Slovakia before 1988. The fulfill- 
ment of Benes’s promise materialized on June 29, 1945, 
when BeneS formally ceded Ruthenia to the Soviet Union 
by treaty without consulting the will of its people and in 
flagrant violation of the Constitution. 


As a matter of fact, Benes’s dealings anent Ruthenia 
began earlier than 1943. According to the official report 
handled by the chiefs of the Czecho-Slovak press agen- 
cies in London and New York, Dr. Ripka and Dr. Papanek, 
BeneS had a conference with Soviet Ambassador Majsky 
in London on September 19, 1939, about the matter of a 
common boundary to be established between the USSR and 
Czecho-Slovakia. BeneS assured Majsky that as far as 
Ruthenia was concerned he and Stalin would come to an 
agreement between themselves, as this was an internal 
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question. Benes himself admits this fact in his Memoirs 
on page 207. 

Jaromir Smutny, who accompanied BeneS to Moscow, 
in his publication The Case of Ruthenia (published by Be- 
nes’s Institute in London), writes on page 34: “When Be- 
neS in Moscow talked about Ruthenia he basically agreed 
that Czecho-Slovakia will not and cannot be against the 
annexation of Ruthenia by the USSR if the population 
will wish it.” 

In January, 1945, Dr. Fierlinger showed me his re-~ 
cords of Benes’s talks in Moscow. Dr. Fierlinger was at that 
time Benes’’s ambassador in Moscow and together with 
Smutny accompanied BeneS during his Moscow confer- 
ences. Also Dr. Taborsky, then BeneS’s secretary, states 
that BeneS said on August 28, 1941, when he conferred 
with Ambassador Majsky: “Ruthenia cannot remain with 
the Hungarians; the Poles cannot have it; that province 
can only belong either to Ozecho-Slovakia or to Russia.” 

Despite all these commitments, the BeneS propagand- 
ists, particularly Papanek in Washington and Ripka in 
London, were declaring that Stalin recognized pre-war Cze- 
cho-Slovakia in its original boundaries, Ruthenia included. 
It was very important to them to assure everyone of Sta- 
lin’s “good intentions.” 

On December 1, 1944, when Nemec was acting as Be- 
nes’s representative in Ruthenia, he received from the re- 
gional convention of national councils its decision that Ru- 
thenia was no longer a part of Czecho-Slovakia, and that 
the National Council of Ruthenia being established, Nemec 
no longer represented Ruthenia. This decision was signed 
by Nemec’s adviser Turjanic, who with Communists Pe- 
truséak and Valo had been assigned to Nemec by Benes. 
It was then that the Czecho-Slovak government protested. 

When Fierlinger on behalf of his government sub- 
mitted objections to what was going on in Ruthenia, Sta- 
lin wrote a letter to BeneS on January 23, 1945. I was in 
the office of Ambassador Fierlinger in Moscow. In his let- 
ter Stalin upbraided Benes, saying: “You yourself told me 
in Moscow of your willingness to give Ruthenia to the So- 
viet Union.” This quotation is according to the official 
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Czech embassy record. Dr. Fierlinger himself assured me 
there that Stalin was right and that Benes and his gov- 
ernment in London were playing a comedy, because they 
were afraid of the consequences. When Benes replied to 
Stalin on February 1, he did not deny to Stalin his earlier 
statement about Ruthenia; he also confirmed his talks with 
Majsky, thus: “I did not change my stand on this ques- 
tion from that moment when I talked about it for the first 
time with your ambassador I. Majsky in London in Sep- 
tember, 1939, nor will I change it in the future.” 

Stalin, therefore, came west of the Carpathians ac- 
cording to a previous agreement about which official cir- 
cles in London and Washington did not know. They were 
informed to the contrary, namely, that “the USSR recog- 
nizes and leaves Czecho-Slovakia in its former boundaries, 
and that Stalin does not have any territorial demands.” 

It was so that Benes informed Roosevelt in 1943 while 
on a visit in Washington, and so he talked in America and 
Canada. Thus also the members of the present Council of 
Free Czecho-Slovakia broadcast home over the BBC in 
1943 and 1944, praising Benes as a “liberator.” They lied 
in both instances, for neither Washington nor London gave 
consent to BeneS’s trip to Moscow, nor did they know any- 
thing about Benes’s promise to Stalin to cede Ruthenia 
to the Soviet Union. Nobody wanted this to happen except 
Stalin, BeneS, and their followers. 

e e e 
WHO SAID IT? 

“Thus if we can avoid Socialism, we escape Commun- 
ism. On the contrary, if we surrender to Socialism, we 
surrender to Communism at the same time. But what is 
Socialism? Socialism is government control, government 
operation and government ownership of the Nation’s busi- 
ness. Socialism thus calls for the continuous expansion and 
centralization of governmental power over private produc- 
tion, private property, private employment and private 
life. Under Socialism all business becomes public business, 
all property becomes public property, all employees become 
public employees, and thus, all privacy is abolished.” — 
(Dean Clarence Manion, MBC, 1-16-55). 
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Kerner’s “Czechoslovakia”? (Cont’d.) 


HISTORY OR PROPAGANDA? 
P, A. HROBAK 


CHAPTER V — “What Woodrow Wilson and Amer- 
ica Meant to Czechoslovakia” — by Herbert Adolphus Mil- 
ler, Ph.D., ‘Lecturer on Social Economy, Bryn Mawr Col- 
lege; Professor of Sociology; Oberlin College (1914-1925), 
and Ohio State University (1924-1931); chief, Division of 
Immigrant Heritages, Carnegie Corporation; director, Mid- 
European Union; president, Masaryk Institute,” etc. 

“In the year 1914 the number of non-Czech and non-Slovak Amer- 
icans who had intimate knowledge of the Czechoslovaks and their 
aspirations could almost have been counted on the fingers of one 
hand. Even up to May, 1918, when Thomas Garrigue Masaryk came 
to America, the New York Times had not carried a single serious 
editorial on the Czechoslovaks. When he left in December of that 
year, he was one of the acknowledged great men of the war period 
and also president-elect of a country soon to become of recognized 
importance in the family of nations” (p. 71). 

“In the face of such a complete lack of information it was im- 
possible for the American people to give any help to a national 
cause. There was a traditional predisposition for Americans to be 
interested in freedom but it was necessary for the Czechs and 
Slovaks in the United States to establish their right to freedom” 
(p. 72). 

This chapter confirms the story that “Czecho-Slova- 
kia” was a state born out of propaganda. Masaryk, the un- 
known “even up to May 1918,” became a celebrated poli- 
tical figure by December 1918. It all happened because Ma- 
saryk got to know the “right” people, who in turn got 
the U.S. Army, the YMCA and the YWCA, the New York 
Times, Woodrow Wilson, the various sectarian churches, 
etc., to push the establishment of the state proposed by 
Masaryk and Benes. Ignorance of the facts, as usual in 
such cases, played a very, if not the most important role. 
“As often happens in such cases, the less knowledge, the 
greater the enthusiasm,’ Masaryk himself wrote in his 
“The Making of a State” (Svétova revoluce). Professor 
Miller unblushingly describes the role he played to put 
Masaryk’s ideas across to the American public and the 
American Government. 
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This chapter should have been titled “What Woodrow 
Wilson and America Meant to Masaryk, BeneS and the 
Czechs.” True, without Wilson and America Czecho-Slova- 
kia would not have been born, but the fact nevertheless is 
that Czecho-Slovakia served the interests of the Masaryk 
and BeneS Czechs more than it did the interests of the vast 
majority of the population of that Republic. When Major 
General E. F. Glenn, commander of the Division invited 
Mr. Miller “again to discuss what could be done about re- 
establishing an eastern front through revolutionary activ- 
ity,’ Mr. Miller arranged a meeting of the “leaders of the 
various groups of central Europe’ (p. 76). And who, do 
you suppose, represented the Slovaks? Two Czechs to 
whom Mr. Miller does not refer as Czechs, but simply 
states: “Charles Pergler and Professor Pisecky represented 
the Czecho-Slovaks.” With Miller, much like most of the 
other writers on Czecho-Slovakia, just about everything 
is “Czech,” and “Slovak” is only casually mentioned. An 
illustration: 


“Attention then was turned to the education of public opinion. 
The story was told to the Committee on Public Information, and im- 
mediately the national aspirations of the Czechs, Poles, and Jugo- 
slavs began to get space in the newspapers... American public 
opinion was stimulated, first, by what the Czechs themselves did 
in America from the very beginning of the war, and then later in 
Europe; and, secondly, through the immediate acceptance of Profes- 
sor Masaryk (pp. 76-77). ... The Czech colonies in Chicago, Cleve- 
land, Cedar Rapids, and many other places had long been organized 
and respected. At the outbreak of the war they got into action. The 
Czech National Alliance was formed on August 18, 1914, with the 
purpose of informing the people of America and Europe of the just 
demands of the Czech nation for independence. Very soon the con- 
flicting elements of Catholics and anti-Catholics that had long di- 
vided the Czechs were brought together, and soon afterwards the 
Slovaks came in” (p. 73). 


The Slovak League of America, which played just as 
active, if not a more active part than the Czech organiza- 
tions for the establishment of the Czecho-Slovak Republic, 
simply was ignored by Mr. Miller. Slovak colonies and the 
Slovak organizations affiliated with the Slovak League of 
America meant nothing to Mr. Miller. The tendency is only 
too obvious. Then, too, Mr. Miller would have us believe that 
Masaryk was spontaneously acclaimed and “immediately 
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accepted” by Slovaks and Czechs everywhere in America. 
The fact is that he was not. Czech and Slovak Catholic 
leaders in America knew how Masaryk felt about Catho- 
licism (Rome must be tried and convicted! Away from 
Rome!) and drilled him at length about the status of reli- 
gion in the proposed Czecho-Slovak Republic. The Slovaks 
were not satisfied with Masaryk’s oral picture of the sta- 
tus of Slovakia within the Republic; to win them over he 
met with them, drafted and signed the Pittsburgh Agree- 
ment, May 30, 1918, which guaranteed the Slovaks au- 
tonomy (States’ rights) within the framework of Czecho- 
Slovakia. The artificial state, created by propaganda, fell 
apart like a house of cards when it faced its first crisis. 
Miller and others, who pushed the principles of self-deter- 
mination for the Czechs, did not follow through to apply 
the principle to other nations. What followed was inevit- 
able. 

CHAPTER VI — “The Historical Roots of Czech De- 
mocracy” — by Hans Kohn, J.D., “professor of Modern 
European History, Smith College; J.D., German University 
of Prague; visiting Lecturer on International Relations, 
Harvard University (1937-1938) ; Guggenheim Fellow (1940- 
1941); author of numerous books and articles, among 
them: A History of Nationalism in the East (1929); Na- 
tionalism and Imperialism in the Hither East (1932); Na- 
tionalism in the Soviet Union (1933); Orient and Occi- 
dent (1934); Western Civilization in the Near East 
(1936) ; Force of Reason (1937); Revolutions and Dictator- 
ships (1939).” 

This is strictly another Czech chapter. In it Professor 
Kohn does not concern himself with the “historical roots of 
Slovak Democracy.” How this chapter became a part of the 
history of Czecho-Slovakia, without a corresponding Slovak 
chapter might best be explained by Kerner, who sought out 
the authors of the chapters of the book he edited and pub- 
lished. Kerner probably could not find a Czech to do it. 
The whole narrative revolves around FrantiSek Palacky, 
‘who was much more than the first great Czech histo- 
rian.” Palacky, “the father of modern Czech nationalism,” 
gave to the Czechs the “sense of a mission, a raison detre 
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for the aspiration to take anew their place on the field .of 
history”; his interpretation of the Czech past “created the 
secure foundation for Czech democracy” and became a 
“living intellectual tradition, vitalizing all manifestations 
of Czech life.” 

Palacky “deeply steeped in the moral philosophy of 
Kant,” set himself to the task of “reinterpreting” Czech 
history, so that he might make “the Czech Reformation the 
culmination and the meaning of Czech history, the decisive 
period of which began with Jan Hus and the Hussite move- 
ment and experienced its last and most sublime flowering 
on the Czech Brethren.” 

T. G. Masaryk, Palacky’s “great disciple,’ Mr. Kohn 
tells us, “saw rightly not only that Palacky had educated 
the Czech people to democracy, but that he had estab- 
lished in the eyes of Europe the Hussite reformation as 
the most valid Czech title to recognition” (p. 104). But he 
tells us that “T. G. Masaryk points out rightly in his Pa- 
lackého idea naroda éeského (Prague, 1926; pp. 42 f.) ‘the 
conviction that the Czech people cannot become politically 
independent is one of the fundamental political conceptions 
of Palacky’.” The Palacky-Masaryk conception of Czech 
history is adhered to by Mr. Kohn, even though it was 
criticized by the eminent Czech historian, Josef Pekar, as 
a falsification of Czech history. The chapter by Mr. Kohn 
helps prove that Czecho-Slovakia was a political mon- 
strosity. 

CHAPTER VII — “Constitutional and Political Struc- 
ture” — By Malbone W. Graham, Ph.D., “Professor of Po- 
litical Science, University of California, Los Angeles; mem- 
ber, Advisory Committee, Institute of Czechoslovak Stu- 
dies, Columbia University (1925); member, European Con- 
ference of American Professors of International Law and 
Relations (1926); member of numerous American learned 
societies; author of New Governments of Central Hurope 
(1924): New Governments of Eastern Europe (1927); The 
Soviet Security System (1929); The League of Nations and 
the Recognition of States (1933); In Quest of a Law of 
Recognition (1933); The Soviet Union and Peace (1935),” 
etc: 
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“The medieval Bohemian State, whose overthrow at the hands 
of the Habsburgs closed a long chapter in Czechoslovak national de- 
velopment and opened a darker one of subjugation, was, if only by 
its historical origins, essentially a feudal structure” — (p. 106). 


The very first sentence of Mr. Graham’s chapter re- 
veals what is coming. What is the connection between the 
“Bohemian” State and the Slovaks? Since there is none, 
how could the destruction of the “Bohemian” State close 
“a long chapter in CZECHOSLOVAK national develop- 
ment’? For what purpose did Mr. Graham resort to this 
falsification of history? To us it is quite obvious that here 
“Czechoslovak” means “Czech.” But, Mr. Graham, appar- 
ently was more interested in building up the “antiquity” of 
the “Czechoslovak” business of chauvinistic Czechs (poli- 
tical reconstruction of the Czechoslovak State) than he was 


in relating historical facts. 
e 


“In its genesis, the Constitution of Czechoslovakia was differ- 
ent from its compeers of the postwar period. Whereas every other in- 
strument of government was the product of a democratically elected 
constituent assembly, the Czechoslovak Constitution was brought 
into being without elections, by a strictly national assembly created 
through a distinctive cooperative process. This apparently anti-demo- 
cratic procedure was occasioned by the necessity of having avail- 
able for the country from the outset a body with plenary authority 
and full responsibility for its actions. At the moment the future 
boundaries of the new state were undecided, and elections could not 
be held lawfully in unassigned territory. Moreover, the institutional 
flux accompanying the wholesale liquidation of the Habsburg Monar- 
chy called for the prompt creation of a substitute authority — stable, 
definite and unchallenged. This the Czechoslovak National Assembly 
supplied. It was a unicameral body made up of the Reichsrat rep- 
resentatives from the Bohemian, Moravian, and Silesian Crown 
Lands, ag ,elected in 1911, Taking this prewar standard of political 
normalcy as a point of departure, in accordance with the prescrip- 
tions of Emperor Charles’s Federalization Manifesto of October 10, 
1938, the Czech leaders awaited the formal adhesion of the Slovaks 
to the new state, by the Declaration of Turéiansky Sv. Martin of 
October 31, 1918, then coopted a bloc of fifty-five Slovaks into the 
body to give fundamental representation to that part of the Czecho- 
slovak nation which, under Hungarian rule, had been deprived of 
virtually all means of political self-expression. Later, when the defin- 
ite boundaries of the country had been laid down in the draft treaty 
of ‘Trianon with Hungary, additional representatives were allotted to 
Slovakia” — (p. 109). 


Simple was it not? The “democracy” of Masaryk and 
Bene’ was given a Constitution about which the peoples of 
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Czecho-Slovakia had nothing to say. The new “democratic” 
State was just born and already ‘undemocratic’ methods 
were resorted to. It is significant that Professor Graham 
should try to excuse it or act as an apologist for it. That 
is not the task of a true historian. What does he mean by 
saying that the Czecho-Slovak Constitution was brought 
into being “by a strictly national assembly created through 
a distinctive cooperative process”? If Mr. Graham did not 
know the details of how the Czecho-Slovak Constitution was 
brought into being, why did he attempt to write about it? 
Who were the Slovaks coopted by the Czech leaders into 
the “Czechoslovak National Assembly” to give fundamental 
representation TO THE PART OF THE CZECHOSLO- 
VAK Nation .. . under Hungarian rule”? Did not Mr. 
Graham know that Benes and other Czechs presumed to 
represent the Slovaks? It should be significant, too, that 
the Slovaks declared their “formal adhesion to the new 
State” on October 31, 1918, that is, three days after the 
independence of Czecho-Slovakia was proclaimed, by the 
Czech Maffia in Prague. There was no “Czechoslovak na- 
tion” — ethnically or politically speaking — before the 
birth of Czecho-Slovakia, so how could the Slovaks be a 
part of it? The implication seems to be that the undemo- 
cratic “Czechoslovak Constitution” created such a nation. 

“All formal aspects aside, however,’ continues Mr. 
Graham (p. 11), “the assembly which adopted both the 
provisional and definitve constitutions for the Czechoslo- 
vak State was decidedly national, that is, fully representa- 
tive of the political currents at work in the prewar life of 
the nation. . .” 

But the historical fact is that the “lawful” represen- 
tatives, who prepared and voted the Czecho-Slovak Consti- 
tution, were anything but lawful. We know that the mem- 
bers of the National Assembly, the first Czecho-Slovak Par- 
liament, were not elected, but handpicked by the political 
clique headed by Masaryk and Bene’, who came into power 
only with the help of the Allies. When the Constitution of 
Czecho-Slovakia was approved on February 29, 1920, Slo- 
vakia was occupied by the Czech army and Andrew Hlinka, 
leader of the Slovaks in their fight for freedom and inde- 
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pendence, was still in a Czech prison at Mirov in Moravia. 
The Germans and Hungarians, as well as people of other 
nations in the new Czecho-Slovak State, did not have a 
single representative in this ‘undemocratic’ National As- 
sembly, the Masaryk and Benes Czechs ignoring all claims 
on their behalf. 


Furthermore, so that no amendments might be made 
to the Constitution against the will of the Czechs, it was 
decreed that a two-thirds majority would be required to 
amend it. After the National Assembly, picked by Masaryk 
and Benes, ratified the Constitution, the Assembly was 
dissolved, and four weeks later new parliamentary elec- 
tions were held. Hlinka was elected while he was still in 
prison; after his election he was released. At the first ses- 
sion Hlinka and other Slovak members of Parliament de- 
manded the implementation of the Pittsburgh Pact, but 
were told that it was contrary to the Czecho-Slovak Con- 
stitution. Masaryk and Benes had control of everything. 
The few Slovaks who went along with them — called Judas 
Slovaks bv Slovak patriots — were given highly paid po~ 
sitions in the State administration, and the fiction of “Cze- 
choslovak” unity was pushed in all corners of the earth. 

* 

Stating that “it is unnecessary to recount the details 
of the actual enactment of the Constitution,” because to- 
day its temporary or transitional stipulations have lost their 
significance and do not require consideration,” Mr. Gra~ 
ham says (p. 114): “Rather is it of interest to discern how 
the basic ideology underlying the republican regime was 
translated into fundamental law.” And that ideology, con- 
tinues Mr. Graham, “is admirably expressed in the pre- 
amble of the Constitution, whose phraseology, strongly 
redolent of that of the American Constitution, is also in 
itself a synthesis of the political philosophy of Masaryk 
and Benes.” Be that as Mr. Graham says it is, but it cer- 
tainly is not a synthesis of the political philosophy of the 
Czech and Slovak nations. The preamble to the Czecho- 
Slovak Constitution reads: 


“We, the Czechoslovak nation, desiring to consolidate the perfect 
unity of our people, to establish the reign of justice in the Republic, 
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to assure the peaceful development of our native Czechoslovak land, 
to contribute to the common welfare of all citizens of this State and 
to secure the blessings of.freedom to coming generations, have in 
our National Assembly adopted the following Constitution for the 
Czechoslovak Republic and in doing so we declare that it will be 
our endeavor to see that this Constitution, together with all the laws 
of our land, be carried out in the spirit of our history, as well as in 
the spirit of those modern principles embodied in the idea of self- 
determination, for we desire to take our place in the Family of Na- 
tions as a member at once cultured, peace-loving, democratic and 
progressive.” 


To compare the “exact degree of American influence on 
the ideology,” expressed in the foggy, intellectual tripe 
above, Mr. Graham footnotes the American preamble, 
which reads as follows: 

“WE THE PEOPLE of the United States, in order to form a 
more perfect Union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquility, 
provide for the common Defense, promote the general Welfare, and 
secure the blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do 


ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of 
America.” 


Now, the American preamble makes sense and reads 
like a song, but not so the Czecho-Slovak preamble. What is 
“perfect unity” if not perfect consolidation? And why 
should ‘We, the Czechoslovak nation” mean anything but 
“our people”? Or did the handpicked National Assembly 
presume itself, and not “our people,” to be the ‘“Czecho- 
slovak nation”? It is significant that the Masaryk-BeneS 
constitution makers did not start the preamble with “WE 
THE PEOPLE of the Czecho-Slovak State,’’ or with “We 
the people of the Bohemian Crown Lands and Slovakia,” 
instead of with the fiction “We, the Czechoslovak nation’! 
Mr. Graham explains the Czecho-Slovak preamble in this 
manner: 

“The primordial principle enunciated is that of the unity of the 
nation, not as a goal to be attained, and therefore executory, but, so 
far as the Czechs and Slovaks were concerned, as an achievement to 
be consolidated. What is important in this affirmation of achieved con- 
stitutional unity is not only its validation of the acts of the October 
revolution .. . but particularly its absolute rejection of all separatist 
tendencies (p. 115). . . It was not the intent of the Czechoslovak found- 
ing fathers to create legal pediments for future racist or separatist 


movements by conceding to the inhabitants of various parts of the 
country differential status” (p. 116). 


Mr. Graham somehow conveniently forgot that Cze- 
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cho-Slovakia was supposed to be a federation, patterned af- 
ter the United States or Switzerland. Nevertheless, he knew 
the “intent” of the “Czechoslovak” founding fathers! Mr. 
Graham fouled up on the false premise of “‘unity’” of the 
“Czechoslovak” nation, which his fertile imagination traced 
all the way back to the “medieval Bohemian State.” 

(More Coming) 

e e e 


CASTLES OF SLOVAKIA 


THE NEW CASTLE OF LIPTOV 


Beneath the Slovak Tatras, under the bowed head of 
Krivan, in the valley of the serpentine Vah river, lies the 
hidden town of Liptovsky Hradok (the Little Castle of 
Liptov). It is completely encircled by mountains and the 
red roofs of the dwellings are sharply contrasted by the fresh 
green of the surrounding forests. The town has its name 
from the castle there which today is in ruins, its walls in- 
creasing the romanticism of the region. The fortress, situ- 
ated on a plain and surrounded by a moat, was built by 
Magistrate Don¢, son of Dominic, at the beginning of the 
14th century. It took twenty years to build. Novy Hrad 
(New Castle), as Liptovsky Hradok is called, is near the 
river Bela and behind it rises the cliff Skalka. 


The vicinity of Hradok was once an ancient forest; 
even today many forests exist there, the source of much 
of the wood which can be seen on rafts plying the Vah 
during most of the year. The castle itself was a two- 
winged affair with a small courtyard with a well. The 
center of the northern wall is completely demolished; the 
western part resembles a wide bastion in which is pre- 
served a vaulted room. 

Doné, the original occupant of the castle, did not 
enjoy it very long; he was followed by many others. In 1398, 
the Moravian warrior Procopius seized it and held it for 
a short time; in 1483 Liptovsky Hradok was taken by 
the Hussites and held several months. When they were 
evicted in 1411, the management of the castle was taken 
over by magistrate Ladislaus Zubaé Rikolf; the latter had 
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it only nine years, when he was thrown out of it in 1450 
by Peter Komorovsky, one of John Jiskra’s commanders. 
King Mathias donated the castle to the Pankrac clan of 
Liptovsky Svaty Mikulas; but Komorovsky would not give 
st up. Pankrac attacked Liptovsky Hradok but could not 
take it. King Mathias intervened, stormed the castle with 
his army in 1474 and forced Komorovsky to surrender it. 
In 1485 the castle passed into the hands of the Zapol’sky 
clan who held it until 1527, when it was seized by the im- 
perial army under the command of General Katzianer. 

The historic castle was then held by various magnates 
until 1600, when Nicholas Sandorfi became the owner. He 
it was who made additions to the Liptovsky Hradok, by 
building a one-story renaissance structure around three 
sides of the original structure. This part of the castle is 
completely preserved and today is the home of the dis- 
trict court. In 1623, Stephen Ostrosich bought the castle: 
he lost it to the army of George Rakoéczy in 1644. When 
Rakéczy concluded peace with Ferdinand III, Liptovsky 
Hradok passed into the hands of Nicholas Ostrosich, who 
held it to his death in 1660. The Ostrosich family held it 
another ten years, General Spork of the imperial army seiz- 
ing it in 1670. Thereafter, the residents of Liptovsky 
Hradok changed often; rebellions plagued the country; 
when Francis Rakéczy II rebelled, the castle was practi- 
cally ruined. Prince Lichtenstein owned the castle from 
1709 to 1731, when it was bought from him by the state. 
Since the time it has been under state management and 
now is controlled by the Ministry of Agriculture. 

Because of its location, Liptovsky Hradok is called a 
paradise. Its scenic beauty attracts many visitors; it is a 
veritable vacationland. Thousands of visitors come to Lip- 
tovsky Hradok to make excursions into the High Tatras, 
the plateaus of Liptov, the Demaicv Caverns, the Va~ 


zec Cave, and the Lower Tatras. 
e e e 


THE SLOVAKS by Peter P. Yurchak, should be in 
every public library, in every college and university, in the 
home of every American of Slovak descent. Get your copy 
NOW. Paper bound copy — $2.00; in cloth $3.00. 
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We heard and read that freedom of the press was guaran- 
teed in the “Czecho-Slovak” democracy of T. G. Masaryk 
and Dr. Edward Benes. This front page of Sept. 14, 1938, 
is a typical example of the freedom the Slovaks enjoyed. 
In the upper left hand corner we see “After confiscation a 
new, corrected issue.” In 1922 alone Slovak newspapers 
suffered 1498 instances of censorship and confiscation. 


